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ABSTRACT

THE MAXIMS OF RELEVANCE THEORY FOR DETERMINING
THE REFERENT OF A PROPER NAME

Ozercan, Aliyar
M. A., Department of Philosophy

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Teo Griinberg

July 2016, 86 pages

People use proper names to refer to certain objects and people. One of the
problems with this use is that people use the same name to refer to many other
people. There many different theories developed by philosophers to explain how
we refer to a person using a proper name. We shall see that though many of the
theories can explain to a degree how we use the same name for different people
but fail to elucidate how we determine the true referent among the many people
that they know who bear the same name. This failure of semantic theories will lead
us to study the pragmatic theories or communication theories and whether they can
provide an explanation to how people use the proper names. As we elaborate the
communication theories we will see that only Relevance Theory, developed by
Wilson and Sperber, provides the closest account to explain how we communicate.
Even though Wilson and Sperber claims that Relevance Theory cannot solve the
problem we asserted above, we will see that there is a solution of Relevance theory

and this solution comes from the problem that we stated for the semantic theories.
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Because semantic theories exclude the audience from the process of determining
the true referent of a proper name, they cannot explain how we pick one of the
referents. In Relevance Theory, however, the audience can enforce the speaker to
increase the relevance. This enforcing is done with respect to certain maxims. In

this thesis we will present these maxims.

Keywords: Proper names, reference, Relevance Theory, audience, maxims.



0z

ALAKA TEORISININ BiR OZEL AD ILE KIMDEN
BAHSEDILDIGINi BULMA KURALLARI

Ozercan, Aliyar
Yiiksek Lisans, Felsefe Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Teo Griinberg

Temmuz 2016, 86 sayfa

Insanlar 6z adlar1 belli kisilerden ve objelerden bahsetmek icin kullanirlar. Bu
kullanimdaki ana sorunlardan biri insanlarin aynmi ismi birden ¢ok kisiden
bahsetmek i¢in kullanmalaridir. Felsefeciler bir 6zel adin nasil bir kisiden
bahsedebildigini agiklamaya calisan bir ¢ok teori gelistirdiler. Bu teorilerden bir
cogu belli bir dereceye kadar bizim nasil aynmi ismi baska insanlar igin
kullandigimiz1 agiklayabilseler de ayni ismi tasiyan tamidigimiz bir ¢ok kisi
arasindan nasil dogru olan1 sectigimizi agiklamakta basarisiz olduklarini
gorecegiz. Semantik teorilerin bu basarisizligi bizi pragmatik teorilerin yahut
iletisim teorilerinin insanlarn  6zel ad kullanimlarima aciklama getirip
getiremedigini incelemeye yonlendirecek. iletisim teorilerini inceledigimizde ise
aralarindan sadece Wilson ve Sperber tarafindan 6ne siiriilmiis Alaka Teorisi’nin
bizim iletisimimizi en dogru sekilde acikladigini gorecegiz. Her ne kadar Wilson
ve Sperber Alaka Teorisi’nin yukarida one siirdiiglimiiz sorunu ¢dzemeyecegini

iddia etse de, Alaka Teorisi’nin bu soruna bir ¢0zlimiiniin oldugunu ve bu
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¢ozlimiin aslinda semantik teorilerin sorunundan geldigini gorecegiz. Semantik
teoriler dinleyiciyi bir 6zel ad ile kimden bahsedildigini bulma siirecinden
disladiklar1 i¢in hangi kisiyi nasil sectigimizi aciklayamamaktadirlar. Alaka
Teorisi’nde ise dinleyici konugmaciy1 alakay: arttirmaya zorlayabilir. Bu zorlama

ise belirli kurallar ¢ergevesinde gerceklesir. Bu tezde bu kurallar1 sunacagiz.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ozel adlar, referans, Alaka Teorisi, dinleyici, kurallar.

vii



to my mother and my father

viii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This will be long but sweet. First, I would like to express my deepest gratitude to
my supervisor Prof. Dr. Teo Griinberg. In the process of writing this thesis, instead
of showing me my mistakes, he thought me how to discover them. He has been not
only a mentor but also a father for me who thought me how to walk by myself. He
is truly the most amazing philosopher I have worked with. It is honor to be his
student. I would like to thank Prof. Dr. David Griinberg. He is the professor who
made me love logic. Without his encouragements, I would not come this far in my
career. | am also grateful to work with a great mind as Assoc. Prof. Dr. Aziz Fevzi
Zambak. His energy and advices, both personally and professionally, will guide
my future studies. I owe all of these people personal debts, as each has had a

different, equally important role in my development.

The central ideas in this thesis were coaxed into existence during meetings with
Dr. Adam Sennet in Davis, CA and Prof. Dr. Teo Griinberg in Ankara. If there is a
shadow jury, he is my shadow supervisor. He took my mumblings and turned them
into proper arguments. I would also like to thank Dr. Yehezkel Sandy Berkovski

for his comments and suggestions to this thesis.

Many thanks to the questioners and commentators at presentations on various
portions of this material: Hakan Inan, Dr. Hanti Lin, the participants of 1st METU
Philosophy Graduate Conference, Dr. Murat Kelikli, and Dr. Aysegiil Civgin.

I owe the biggest debt to my mother and to my father for the joy that they have
brought into my life. They selflessly gave and never asked for anything in return.

This work is dedicated to them with eternal love.

I want to thank my brother not by blood Nazim Uras Demir, my sister Dilara
Ozercan and Hakki Livatyali. Without their mental and financial support this
research would be incomplete.

X



Neslihan Ozcan deserves special thanks for her copious emotional support, for
always pushing me the further than I can imagine, and for being simply an

amazing person...



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PLAGIRISM ..ottt sttt ettt sbeeneas il
ABSTRACT ...ttt sttt ettt sse b e enes v
OZ oottt vi
DEDICATION ..ottt ettt sttt ettt sbeeaeene e viii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ..ottt ix
TABLE OF CONTENTS ..ottt Xi
CHAPTER
1. INTRODUCTION ... oottt ettt ettt 1
2. THEORIES ON PROPER NAMES.......ccoiiiiiiirieieeereeseeee e 4
2.1, John Stuart Mill......cocooiiiiiiiiieeciee e 4
2.1.1. Mill’s Classification 0f NamMes.........ccccervuerierierienienienieneeieeeesieeeeeies 5
2.1.1.1. First Division: General and Singular.............cccccoevieeiiienienciienieenenne, 5
2.1.1.2. Second Division: Concrete and AbStract .........ccccecevveveeriereenerneennnn. 6
2.1.1.3. Third Division: Connotattive and Non-Connotative.................c......... 6
2.1.1.4. Fourth Division: Positive and Negative ..........c.cceeveevveenieeeieeneenneenne. 7
2.1.1.5. Fifth Division: Relative and Non-Relative ...........ccccceevvevciieneennennee. 7
2.2, GOLIOD FT@EE ...vievviiiiieiieeieeeee ettt ettt 8
2.2.1. Frege’s Criticism of Mill........ccccooviiiiiiniiiiieieeiiceecceee e 8
2.2.2. FIege ON INAMES....cceurieriiiieriiieeniieerteeesiteeesiteesireestreesateeessbeesnsneesnnseesnns 9
2.3. Bertrand RUSSELL......c..cocueiiiiiiiiiiieiiceeeeeeeee e 10
2.3.1. Russell’s Objections to Frege.......cccovvuievieniieiiienieeiiesie e 10
2.3.2. DENOLING ....veeiiieiiieeiieeiee ettt eite et e eiteebeestteebeesseeesseesaeenseessaesnseenseanns 11
2.3.3. Russell on Proper Names .........c.cccceevieeiiienieeiienieeieenie e eseeeve e 11
2.4. Peter Frederick StrawsSom ........c.ooveierienieninienieieceencee e 12
2.4.1. Strawson’s Criticism of Russell ........cccoceviiniiiiniiniiinecceeee 12
2.4.2. Strawson’s Type-Token DiStinction ...........cceceevveeciienieecieeneeniieeieenns 13
2.4.3. Russell’s ANSWET t0 StraWwSON.......cccuerueerierieniierienienieeiestesieeee e 14
2.5.J0RN R. S@ATIC......coiiiiiiiiiiiieiee e 15



2.5.1. Searle’s Genereal Criticism on Descriptivist Theories ........................ 15

2.5.2. Searle’S TREOTY...ccuvieiieiiieiieeie ettt ettt 16
2.6. Keith S. DONNellan ..........cocoviiiiienieienieeeceeee e 17
2.6.1. Donnellan’s Criticism of Frege, Russell, Searle and Strawson............ 17
2.6.2. A Guy that You Met at the Party.........cccceceeviiniiienieniieieeeeeeee e 18
2.7, TYIET BUIEE....eiieiiieiiieiieee ettt ettt s 19
2.7.1. Burge’s Criticism of Constants VIEW.........cccceeeevierieeieeniieniieeneeeneenes 20
2.7.2. Burge’s Criticism of Russell’s Predicate View..........cccooevevciveniennennne. 20
2.7.3. Burge’s Theory on Proper Names ..........ccccoeveeriieniieeieenienieeneeeneenes 20
2.8, SaUL KIIPKE...ouviieiiieiiieiiee ettt 22
2.8.1. CriticiSm Of D@SCIIPLIVISIN ...evvieiieeiieeiieeiieeiieeiieeiee e eveeiee e 23
2.8.2. Criticism Of KNeale .........coceeviieiiniiniiiiiceceeeceeeeee e 23
2.8.3. CriticiSm Of S€Arle.....cc.cevuiriiiiiiiiieiieieeeeee e 24
2.8.4. Criticism of Rest of the Arguments..........c.ccceeveveeriencieenienieeieeeene 24
2.8.5. Kripke’s RIGIAILY ....eccviiriiieiieiiieiieeie et 25
2.8.5.1. Baptism and Causal Chain ..........ccoeeeeeiieiieniieiecieeeeeeeee e 25
2.8.5.2. Kripke on Idendity Statements...........cccceevieriienieeieenieeieeeeeeeene 26
2.9. Gareth EVANS .....cc.cooiiiiiiiiiiiceeeeeetee e 26
2.9.1. CriticiSm Of KIipKe.....cooovieiiiiiiiiiieieciece e 26
2.9.2. Evans’ Revised Causal Theory........cccccvveviieiieniienieeieeiieceeee e 27
3. WHY DESCRIPTIVISM AND MILLIANISM CANNOT PROVIDE A
SOLUTION FOR THE PROBLEM OF MANY REFERENTS ..................... 28
3.1. Description Theories on Problem of Many Referents ...........c.cccceeennee. 29
3.1.1. Set Of DESCIIPIONS ...eeevieieiieiieeiiieiie ettt ettt e e eeee s 29
3.1.2. Disguised Definite DeSCriptions.........c.ceceeeveerieeeieeneenieerieeereeneeeeenees 30
3.2. Direct Reference Theories on Problem of Many Referents ................... 31
3.3. An AIternative ThEOTY......cccvieiiieiiieiieeie et 32
4. COMMUNICATION THEORIES.......cccootiiriiieieeieeeseeeeeeeee e 35
4.1. Shannon-Weaver Model..........cccoecueriiriniinieneiieeeeceeeee e 35
4.2. Schramm’s MOdel ........cceoviiriiiiiiiiiieieeieeeeeee e 37
4.3. Berlo’s SMCR Model......ccccoviiiiiiiniiiiiieieeceeeeeee e 38



4.4. Becker’s MoSaic MOEL ......oooeeeiieiieiieeeieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 39

4.5. From Coding to INtENtIONS ....c..eevvvieiieriieiieiieeieeriie et 40
4.6. PAUL GIICE ....eoutiiiieiiiieeiesieee et 41
4.6.1. Cooperative Principle.........cceeeiieiiieriieiiienieeieesieeieeeee e 42
4.6.2. FOUT MAXIIMS ..ottt sttt 43
4.6.3. Violation of Gricean MaXimsS..........cceeveruerieriienierieneenieseesieeeeseenieens 44
4.7. Relevance TREOTY......c.ccoiiiiieiieeieeieeeee ettt e 48
4.8. CONCIUSION. .....iiiiiiiiiieiieiieeeee et 50

5. THE PRINCIPLE OF CONVERSATION AND MAXIMS OF THE
RELEVANCE THEORY ..ottt 52
5.1. The CONVErSAtION ......ccueruieriieieniieieeieesieeie ettt 55
5.2. The Maxims for the Audience.........c.ccooeevierieniinieniinieeneeeeeee 56
5.3. The Failure of the AUdience..........ccecuevieriirieniiieiiceeeeeee e 59
5.4. Three Hard Cases ......cocueveerierieniienieeieieeieeeeee et 59
SA T EVIITEA .o 60
5.4.2. TWO-Faced Harvey .....c.ccoveviiiiiiiieiiecieeeeee et 60
5.4.3. FEd-UP TWINS .eoouiiiiieiiieieeciieeiteete ettt e st esave e e 60
6. CONCLUSION ...ttt sttt 62
REFERENCES. ........ootiiiiieseeee ettt sttt 64

APPENDIX

1. TURKCE OZET ... 70
2. TEZ FOTOKOPISI IZIN FORMU .......ceoviiriniriniierirerneiesenesseseeneesnnsene 86

Xiii






CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Traduttori, traditori!

Translators, traitors!

This thesis is about the reference of a proper name. Any philosopher who
developed a theory of reference asked himself/herself the same question ‘how does
a name refer?” Many of them chose the speaker’s use of a name as a starting point
for themselves. In this thesis, it is asserted that the picture on the wall was hanged

upside down.

We make utterances as

(L1)  Dr. Gustav Lauben is wounded.'

How do we refer to the person p with the name ‘Lauben’ is an important question.
However we make utterances as (L1) to somebody, with the intention of being
understood. In thesis we claim that masters of the language are not challenged by
how they manage to refer to p; instead the problem that they encounter is The

Problem of Many Referents, which we can formulate as:

! Frege, 1956, p. 297.



The Problem of Many Referents
The problem faced by the audience of any sentence that includes a proper
name is whom the speaker meant by her use of the proper name ‘PN’ among

the many people who bear the same name ‘PN’.

No one can know better than us to whom we referred to. Once we make an
utterance, we translate our thoughts, along with the reference we make into another
‘language’ and Traduttori, traditori! In English, ‘Translators, traitors’. Each
translator is a traitor who will fail to transfer our thoughts correctly. Imagine a case
where both the father, Gustav Lauben Sr., and the son, Gustav Lauben Jr., are
doctors. Peter, as a messenger, visits the wife of Gustav Lauben Sr. and utters (L1).
Though Peter knew which of the Dr. Laubens is wounded, he did not choose to

specify it.

The mysterious thing is that in the most cases we are able to track down the true
referent of a proper name. We are after a semantic theory that does not contradict
with how we use the proper names. Hence, the aim of this thesis is to explain how

we accomplish this, i.e. to answer the following question:

(Ql)  How can the hearer of a sentence which contains a proper name can
determine the true referent of that name among the many people who have

the same name?

In Chapter 2, we give a brief summary of the theories on the reference of proper
names in a chronological order. We will start with John Stuart Mill and finish with

Gareth Evans.

In Chapter 3, we will see that none of these theories present a solution to 7he
Problem of Many Referents. We will conclude that because these theories fail to
answer this problem, they also fail to deliver the true semantics of the proper

names. This will lead us to search an alternative theory. Recanati develops this
2



alternative. Though Recanati presents what seems to be the true semantics of

proper names, he does not explain how we solve The Problem of Many Referents.

In Chapter 4, we will study the communication theories to grasp how we
communicate. These theories can be grouped into two categories: Coding -
Decoding Theories and Implication Based Theories. After finding the theory that
captures best of our communication, we will try to solve the problem from their
perspective. Even though the Relevance Theory seems to explain our
communication in a successful way, they frankly admit that they fail to answer the

problems similar to The Problem of Many Referents.

Finally, in Chapter 5, we will claim that Relevance Theory does indeed solve the
problem. The masters of a language follows some maxims and tools to increase the
relevance and in this chapter we will present these maxims that will help the
audience in his quest of tracking down the true referent of a proper name. As Grice
claimed about his maxims, we believe that these maxims are the guidelines that we
use already. Maxims for the audience are fo wait, to ground, to guess, and to let go.
We claim that the masters of a language use them to find the true referent of a

proper name, PN.



CHAPTER 2

THEORIES ON PROPER NAMES

In this chapter, we will summarize some of the major theories on proper names.
This journey will start with John Stuart Mill (1843) and will end with Gareth
Evans (1973). Though traditionally scholars are inclined to reduce these theories
into two views: Direct Reference Theories (or Millianism) and Description
Theories, we will not make such a sectioning, at least in this chapter. Instead, we
will follow the chronological order in explaining each philosopher. The structure in
each subsection will be (i) the criticism of the previous account(s) made by that
philosopher, (ii) the philosopher’s own theory, and if available (iii) the response of

‘evious accounts.

2.1. John Stuart Mill

In the beginning of the chapter on names in his book (1843), 4 System of Logic,
Mill accepts the definition of Thomas Hobbes:

A NAME is a word taken at pleasure to serve a mark, which may raise in our
mind a thought like to some thought we had before, and which being
pronounced to others, may be to them a sign of what thought the speaker
had, or had not before in his mind.?

Yet, by saying “a sign of what thought the speaker had” Hobbes did not mean the
ideas. Two pages before this definition, Hobbes differentiates marking and signing.
“... MARKS, namely, sensible things taken at pleasure, that, by the sense of them

such thoughts may be recalled to our mind as are like those thoughts for which we

? Hobbes, 1839, p. 16.



took them”.” “Now those things we call SIGNS are the antecedents of their
consequents, and the consequents of their antecedents, as often as we observe them
to go before or follow after in the same manner”.* Therefore the difference
between marks and signs is that we use the former one for ourselves, and the latter
one for others. Mill asserts that names are the names of things in both cases.
However, in its essence, a name has no meaning. A name only signs (or marks) a

thing.

Later, Mill starts classifying the names. The upmost important divisions for this
thesis will be the first and the third one (the division of general and singular names,
and the division of connotative and non-connotative names). In addition to the
divisions below, he also distinguishes univocal and a@quivocal (ambiguous and
unambiguous) names. However this distinction is related with a name’s usage.

Therefore this distinction shall not be presented here, but in further chapters.

2.1.1. Mill’s Classification of Names
2.1.1.1.  First Division: General and Singular

According to Mill a general name (or universal name) “is capable of being truly
affirmed, in the same sense, of each of an indefinite number of things”.5 On the
other hand, a singular name (or individual name) “is capable of being truly
affirmed, in the same sense, of one thing”.6 Therefore a general name as ‘man’ can
be used for Max, John, and many others, since those things qualifies being a man.

Yet, a singular name as John is capable of being only affirmed of one person.

3 Ibid., p. 14.

* Ibid., original emphasis.
> Mill, 1843, p. 27.

% Ibid.



A general name should not be confused with a collective name. A collective name
cannot be predicated of each individual particularly, but only of all together.
Therefore a collective name as ‘Anaheim Mighty Ducks’ cannot be predicated
over each player. Nonetheless it refers to all players in the ice hockey team,

Anaheim Mighty Ducks.

2.1.1.2. Second Division: Concrete and Abstract

For Mill, “[a] concrete name is one that stands for a thing; an abstract name stands
for an attribute of a thing”.7 According to these definitions, while names as salt,
coffee, this cup, and Max are concrete names, their properties as whiteness,
bitterness, roundness, and oldness are abstract. Mill’s own example on the issue is
‘Man’ which is a name of many things. However the attribute version of it,

‘humanity’, is an attribute of things, which carries that name.

2.1.1.3. Third Division: Connotative and Non-Connotative

The third division is where Mill constructs its theory of reference and called as
“one of the most important distinctions which we shall have occasion to point
out” by himself. To give definitions of them “[a] non-connotative term is one
which signifies a subject only, or an attribute only. A connotative term is one

which denotes a subject, and implies an attribute”.”

If we accept these definitions, then names that signify a subject as John or London
are connotative; and the name that signifies an attribute as whiteness, bitterness,
and oldness are non-connotative. Since the word ‘white’ denotes all the things that
have the property of being white, as (white) paper do, ‘white” implies the attribute
of whiteness. On the other hand a name as ‘man’ not only denotes infinitely many

individuals as Max, John, or Socrates, but also (indirectly) signifies certain

! 1bid., p. 29. My emphases.
8 Ibid., p. 31.
? 1bid., my emphases.



attributes as being rational, or being mortal. In this sense Mill claims that all
concrete general names are connotative. There are also abstract general names, on
which Mill avers that some of them are connotative, since some attributes

themselves include some other attributes.

Individual concrete names require a deeper analysis. As Mill accepts some
individual names are connotative, as Sun or God, he does not regard proper names
as connotative. As proper names serves to refer a thing without talking about it, it
is not the case for a name that is applied exclusively to an individual. The same
idea is also true for definite descriptions. When we construct a definite description

b 13

as ‘the father of Socrates’, “[w]hat is here done by the word ‘the’ is done in other
cases by the context”.'’ Mill gives the example of ‘Caesar’s army’. It clearly refers

to a particular army that he commanded in a particular battle.

2.1.1.4. Fourth Division: Positive and Negative

The fourth division is a very intuitive one; names can be positive and negative.
Negative version of good is bad or evil. In this division, Mill’s approach to
negativity and positivity can be considered as a relativist one. For instance the
word ‘unpleasant’, for him, states a positive attribute that is ‘a lesser degree of

painful’.

2.1.1.5. Fifth Division: Relative and Non-Relative

The fifth and final division made by Mill is relational one. He claims that relative
names always given as pairs; as in ‘father-son’, ‘equal-unequal’, ‘longer-shorter’,

and ‘cause-effect’.

1 1bid., p. 34.



2.2. Gottlob Frege

Frege presents his account on reference and proper names in (1948) “Uber Sinn
und Bedeutung” (On Sense and Reference). Gottlob Frege and Bertrand Russell
can be seen as the founders of analytical philosophy. Frege’s understanding of
names will be presented in this section, and Russell’s thoughts will be delivered in
the next one. As we deliver Frege’s position we will cover his criticism of John
Stuart Mill, his theory of reference and sense, and how he shapes his idea of proper

names in the light of this theory.

2.2.1. Frege’s Criticism of Mill

To recall Mill’s version of reference: he proposes that a name does not have any

meaning; it only refers to a certain object. According to this, we can say,

(1) The Evening Star = the Evening Star

Since both of the names refer to the same thing, Venus. In the same sense we can

also say,

(i1) The Evening Star = The Morning Star

due to the fact that ‘The Morning Star’ is also a name of the planet Venus.
However, while the statement (i) is a priori, the statement (ii) is a posteriori. If this
is the case, “then each name must have a different sense”.'' Simplified versions of

12
these sentences are,

(111) a=a

(iv) a=b

" Searle, 1958, p. 166.
12 Frege, 1948, p. 209.



For Mill, these two statements, (iii) and (iv) have the same meaning. However
Frege opposes this idea and claim that “[t]he Reference of ‘Evening Star’ and
‘Morning Star’ would be the same, but not the sense”."” Therefore (iii) and (iv)

cannot be the same.

2.2.2. Frege on Names

Frege states what he considers as a name by these words: “It follows from the
context that by ‘sign’ and ‘name’ I have here been meaning any designation that
takes the place of a proper name”.'* He also asserts that the reference of a proper
name cannot be a concept or a relation, but only be a certain object. Therefore his

account suggests that all singular terms are names.

In the essence of his theory Frege claims that a name designates its referent, and
expresses its sense. For example, a proper name could be used to designate the
inventor of the bifocals. This proper name, in our case ‘Benjamin Franklin’, refers
to a certain person. However someone else could have used another designation,
‘the first Postmaster General of the United States of America’. A similar case can

be found in a footnote of Frege’s “On Sense and Reference”:

In the case of an actual proper name such as "Aristotle' opinions as to the
sense may differ. It might, for instance, be taken to be the following: the
pupil of Plato and teacher of Alexander the Great. Anybody who does this
will attach another sense to the sentence "Aristotle was born in Stagira' than
will a man who takes as the sense of the name: the teacher of Alexander the
Great who was born in Stagira. So long as the reference remains the same,
such variations of sense may be tolerated, although they are to be avoided in
the theoretical structure of a demonstrative science and ought not to occur in
a perfect language."”

1 Frege, 1948, p. 210.
' Ibid..
1 Ibid.



In other words, though these two descriptions refer to the same person, their senses
are different. For Frege, there can be different senses, but these senses determine

the referent. This is an imperfection of language.

2.3. Bertrand Russell

Russell defends his views on reference in “On Denoting” (1905) in which proposes
a description theory similar to Frege did in “On Sense and Reference” (1948),
along with some differences or ‘upgrades’. Due to this similarity some
philosophers are inclined to present their ideas together under the label of
Descriptivist Theory, or Indirect Reference Theory. We will first deliver Russell’s
objections to Frege, which will be followed by his account of denoting, and his

two-typed proper names.

2.3.1. Russell’s Objections to Frege

Russell’s main objection to Frege focuses on names that do not stand for anything,
as ‘the King of France’. Currently there is no ‘the King of France’. Nonetheless
there is ‘the King of Sweden’, Carl Gustaf. We know what the proposition asserts,
‘the king of x’. Therefore the proposition is not meaningless, i.e. has a sense. It just
does not have a referent. For Frege this was not problematic; there could be empty
names, (names that do not have any referent), i.e. they denote a null-class. Yet

Russell disagrees,

[W]e must either provide a denotation in cases in which it is at first sight
absent, or we must abandon the view that the denotation is what is concerned
in propositions which contain denoting phrases. The latter is the course that I
advocate.'

The former one, according to him, does not reveal a true picture of how denotation
works. Instead of a two-leveled system, as Frege suggests with his sense and

reference, Russell proposes one-leveled system. The essence of his thesis is that

' Russell, 1905, p. 484.
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proper names are definite descriptions, a topic, which shall be presented in detail
below. For him this descriptivist view allows us to replace names with their
descriptions. To use a bearless name as a subject, as in ‘the king of France is bald’,
means that ‘there is a king of France and he is bald’. Since the first part of this
conjunction is false, then the statement itself is false. Therefore, unlike Frege

claimed, empty name containing statements that can have a truth-value.

2.3.2. Denoting

Russell proposed, “a phrase is denoting solely in virtue of its form”.'” Meaning that
it does not need to denote, such a phrase is a disguised definition. A proper

analysis of a phrase would reveal what or whom it denotes. According to Russell,

(a) “a phrase may denote, and yet not denoting anything
e.g. the king of France is bald

(b) a phrase may denote one definite object
e.g. the king of England

(©) a phrase may denote ambiguously

. 1
e.g. ‘aman’ denotes not many men, but an ambiguous man”.'®

This categorization helps us to see what he considers as denoting, and how he
classifies the denoted things. We have cleared above (at Russell’s Objections to
Frege) that for the phrases as ‘the King of France’, he does not think them as they
are denoting. For the (c) type of denoting, we assume that he, deliberately, avoided

discussing in (1905).

2.3.3. Russell on Proper Names

Russell divides proper names into two categories, logically proper names (genuine

proper names), and ordinary proper names. A logically proper name only stands

17 1bid., p. 479. Original emphasis.
** Ibid.
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for an object. If it does not, then it is meaningless. For Russell to be a name of
something is almost identical to designating something. It directly refers to an
object. Additionally, they are the subjects of the sentence in ‘subject and predicate’

type sentences.

There are also ordinary proper names. They are the abbreviation of definite
descriptions. A clear example of this kind of names is ‘the king of France’. For
instance, ‘Louis XIV’ is the abbreviated version of ‘the king of France, coming

from House of Bourbon, referred to Louis le Grand, and so on’.

2.4. Peter Frederick Strawson

Strawson gained his reputation shortly after publishing his criticism of Russell in
‘On Referring’ (1950). His main goal was to show that Russell’s theory of definite
descriptions does not represent the way we do referring. Russell was mistaken in
trying to establish a system that can avoid the imperfection of natural languages.
For Strawson this was an unnecessary move, because this is the source of a natural
language’s richness. In 1957, Russell replied Strawson in “Mr. Strawson on
Referring”. At the end of this section, the reader will find how Russell responds

him.

2.4.1. Strawson’s Criticism of Russell

Strawson builds his criticism of Russell on ‘the king of France’. The main question
is that is ‘the king of France is bald’ true, false, or just meaningless? For Strawson,
it is not meaningless, on the contrary, “everyone would agree that it was

1% and understand what it means. Hence it can either be true or false.

significant
Russell claims that if the logically proper name lacks its referent as in ‘the king of
France is bald’, then the sentence is not about the king of France. Therefore the
sentence is a false one. Yet, what this sentence asserts is that there is a king of

France and the king of France is bald. Strawson rightfully asks, “How can the

' Strawson, 1950, p. 321.
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sentence [the king of France is bald] be significant when there is no king of

France”.** His main goal is that the truth-value of the sentence depends on its use.

2.4.2. Strawson’s Type-Token Distinction

Strawson begins “On Referring” by listing what he considers as expressions, which

are,

Singular demonstrative pronouns (‘this’ and °‘that’); proper names (e.g.
‘Venice’, ‘Napoleon’, ‘John’); singular personal and impersonal pronouns
(‘he’, ‘she’, ‘I°, ‘you’, ‘it’); and phrases beginning with the definite article
followed by a noun, qualified or unqualified, in the singular (e.g. ‘the table’,
‘the old man’, ‘the king of France’).”'

He, then, distinguishes,

(a) a sentence from an expression,
(b) a use of a sentence from a use of an expression,
(c) an utterance of a sentence from an utterance of an expression.

According to Strawson it is natural to see ‘the king of France is bald’ as a sentence,
and there is no problem with this. Let us name this position as stagel. However the
difference arises in its uses. Clearly two people, one who lived in the reign of
Louis XV and another one who lived in the reign of Louis XIV, understand the
same sentence but may attribute different truth-values to the sentence. Let us name

this position as stage?2.

The same is also true for expressions as ‘I’. There can be two people who say ‘I am
hot”), understand what the expression means, and each use would be different from

the other.

0 Ibid., p. 324.
L Ibid., p. 320.
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Strawson names stagel as type, and it provides us the meaning. Just as we stated
above, ‘the king of France is bald’ means that there is a king of France, and he is
bald. It does not refer to any singular person. The meaning of ‘I’ is the speaker or
the writer of the sentence. It does not refer to any singular person, but their uses
do. Therefore a sentence-type cannot be true or false, but a sentence-token, its each
use, can be true or false. Russell considers ‘the king of France is bald’ as false.
However, Strawson asserts that Russell confuses the meaning with referring
(stagel with stage2, or type with token). In its essence, reference is based on

context. That is why its use carries a truth-value.

There is also a distinction between implies and entails. When we use the
expression, ‘the king of France’, it does not entail a uniquely existential
proposition. Instead, it signals “that a unique reference is being made”.** For
Strawson, then, ‘the king of France’ implies that there is a king of France.
Strawson’s theory says that if there is no king of France, then the sentence ‘the
king of France is bald’ is neither true nor false. For Russell, on the other hand, ‘the
king of France’ entails the existence of a king of France. In other words, Russell’s
theory claims that if there is no king of France then the sentence is false. Strawson

believes that the difference between types and tokens solves the problem occurring

in Russell’s theory.

2.4.3. Russell’s Answer to Strawson

Seven years after Strawson published his “On Referring” article in Mind, Russell
published his “Mr. Strawson on Referring” in the same journal in 1957 to reply
Strawson’s arguments. Russell claims that Strawson’s biggest mistake in his
analysis of Russell’s theory of description was that he confused the problem of
egocentricity with the problem of descriptions. Russell states “the meanings of all

empirical words depend ultimately upon ostensive definitions, that ostensive

2 Ibid., p. 331.
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definitions depend upon experience, and that experience is egocentric”.*® For
Russell, Strawson’s mistake was to analyze only the examples that does not have
the egocentricity problem but the problem of description. Therefore Strawson’s
critics would fail to make a similar analysis on “the square root of minus one is

half the square root of minus four”.**

Another point Russell argues is Strawson’s claim that the ‘use’ will determine the
referent. However the ‘use’ happens in common speech. This was exactly what
Russell tried to elucidate, since “common speech is full of vagueness and
inaccuracy”.” His theory, in its essence, aims “to find a more accurate and
analyzed thought to replace the somewhat confused thoughts which most people at

most times have in their heads”.?

2.5. John R. Searle

In 1958, eight years after Strawson published his “On Referring”, John
Searle,presented his account, the so-called Cluster Theory of Names, with a small
but an important objection. Searle’s main intention is to answer the following
question: How ‘Tully = Tully’ and ‘Tully = Cicero’ kind of statements are

possible?

2.5.1. Searle’s General Criticism on Descriptivist Theories

Searle analyzes the early theories on proper names, and analyzes Frege’s identity
statements. In Chapter 1, we mentioned Frege’s identity statements ‘a =a’ and ‘a =
b’. To make it more understandable Searle replaces ‘a’ and ‘b’ with ‘Tully’ and

‘Cicero’, which results in,

2 Russell, 1957, p. 386.
4 Ibid., p. 385.
> Ibid., p. 387.
2 Ibid., p. 388.
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(1) Tully = Tully
(i1) Tully = Cicero

Mill stated above that these two names refer to the same object. Names do this
referring without describing any properties of the object. Hence (i) and (ii) are the
same. On the other hand, Frege claimed that ‘Tully’ has a different sense and
‘Cicero’ has different sense. As a result, (i) and (ii) cannot be the same. However,
Searle disagrees with both of them. If we think all the words as token-words, (i)
and (ii) would be the same. Then the real question becomes, how (i) and (i) kinds

of identity statements are possible.

2.5.2. Searle’s Theory

For Searle, to answer the question that he raised above, first, we need to answer
another question: How do we teach the use of proper names? The answer he

provides is as follows:

We identify the object, and, assuming that our student understands the
general conventions governing proper names, we explain that this word is the
name of that object. But unless our student already knows another proper
name of the object, we can only identify the object by ostention or
description; and, in both cases, we identify the object in virtue of certain of
its characteristics.”’

So far, Searle’s theory might be seen as a classical descriptivist theory; yet, in the
classical descriptivism, there is only one true description of an object. Searle, in
lieu of this one and true description suggests a vague cluster of descriptions. In
Searle’s own example®®, when we make a research on Aristotle, a Greek
philosopher who was also the teacher of Alexander the Great, we learn that he was
born in Stagira. However, another source corrects the first source, and assert that

Aristotle was actually born in Thebes. Here we do not mean that the meaning of

27 Searle, 1958, p. 168. Original emphasis.
> Ibid.
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the name has changed, or the Aristotle that we defined did not exist. It was just a
disagreement on the properties of a person. In Searle’s theory the ‘atomic’
descriptions of a name, which are loosely connected with the name, are the
speaker’s mental representations of the object. Thus, what a name denotes depend
on is this mental representation. Though some of our mental representations are
shared with others, some are not. That is why what a name denotes is a vague

cluster of descriptions.

2.6. Keith S. Donnellan

Donnellan, in his paper “Proper Names and Identifying Descriptions” (1970),
asserts a basic principle, the Principle of Identifying Descriptions. According to
him, this principle has two stages. In the first stage “the user(s) of a proper name
must be able to supply a set of, as I shall call them, ‘non-question begging’
descriptions in answering the question, ‘to whom (or what) does the name
refer?””*’ In the second stage, “the principle states that the referent of a proper
name, if there is one, is that object that uniquely fits a ‘sufficient’ number of the
» 30

descriptions in the set of identifying descriptions”.” With this principle he is after

the answer of the following question: ‘What is the referent?’

2.6.1. Donnellan’s Criticism of Frege, Russell, Searle and Strawson

To find the source of the set of identifying descriptions that function as the criteria
for identifying the referent of a name, Frege and Russell looked to the individual
speakers who use the same name. Without the set of identifying descriptions, we
should not be able to refer to the same person (or thing). Strawson claimed that
each participant of a discussion/conversation about a person (or a thing) might
have different information about this person. The most frequently mentioned

properties make the set of identifying descriptions. Searle, on the other hand,

% Donnellan, 1970, p. 339.
3 Ibid.
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averred that this set is made with the descriptions used by the users of the name of

that person.

The problem with Frege’s and Russell’s claims is that there is a great difference in
knowledge levels between an expert and a tyro. While a student might believe that
Aristotle was only a teacher of Alexander the Great, a professor associates
Aristotle with a greater set of identifying descriptions. The problem with Searle’s
view is that “[he] speaks of properties ‘commonly’ attributed to Aristotle.

93731

Commonly attributed by whom Donnellan does not criticize Strawson in this

particular case.

2.6.2. A Guy that You Met at the Party

In the Donnellan’s example® a student meets with a philosopher, spends almost an
hour with him; later talks about this with his friends by saying “Last night I met J.
L. Aston-Martin and talked with him for almost an hour”. At this point Donnellan
raises a simple but a very important question: “To whom does he refer at this
point? I strongly believe the answer should be, ‘to the famous philosopher’, and
not, ‘to the man he met at the party’”.”> What the student does not know is that he
actually spoke with Milton Berle. In this example, the same set of identifying
descriptions determines two referents. That seems quite problematic. To solve this
Donnellan asserts that there are two uses of definite descriptions®, the attributive

use and the referential use.

(1) Attributive use: A speaker who uses a definite description
attributively in an assertion states something about whomever or
whatever is the so-and-so.

3 Ibid., p. 341.
32 Ibid., p. 350.
3 Ibid.
3* Donnellan, 1966, p. 281.
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(i1) Referential use: A speaker who uses a definite description
referentially in an assertion, on the other hand, uses the description
to enable his audience to pick out whom or what he is talking about
and states something about that person or thing.”’

When a boss sees her intern sitting in her desk, and scolds him by saying ‘Is
everything okay Mr. Manager’, she refers to the intern with her use of ‘Mr.
Manager’. Even though she knows that he does not satisfy the set of identifying
descriptions, she still utters that sentence to the intern. The same is also true for the
famous statement “the present king of France does not exist”. Then how can we
determine which use is used? Donnellan’s answer is that it depends on the use of

the speaker.

2.7. Tyler Burge

About four decades ago, Tyler Burge (1973) eloquently summarizes the questions

that challenges® each philosopher who studies the proper names:

(1) How does a proper name designate an object?

(i1) How can we speak about the non-designating proper names?

(iii) What is the logical role of proper names in a formal theory of
language?

In his article, “Reference and Proper Names”, Burge mainly focuses on the third
question. Traditionally there are two answers to this question: proper names are
constants and proper names are predicates. In the following subsections, Burge
will argue against the idea that accepts proper names as constants. This will be

followed by his criticism of Russell and his modified predicate view.

% Ibid.
% Burge, 1973, p. 425.
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2.7.1. Burge’s Criticism of Constants View

Burge’s main argument against the constants view is that it does not do well in
justifying its claims. For instance, a proper name, according to the constants view
must give different semantics in different occurrences of that name in different
contexts. A proponent of this view has to defend this disunification. Second
problem of this view is that it treats proper names as ambiguous constants. A
defender of this view must index the same name to different objects in different
contexts. Yet this violates the “condition of adequacy”, raised by Burge to deliver
a fully formalized truth theory. According to which, “the sense and reference (if
any) of every expression of the theory should be unambiguously determinable
from its form”.*” Even though we start doing this indexing, it seems that there is no

limit on the quantity of the objects that bears a name.*®

2.7.2. Burge’s Criticism of Russell’s Predicate View

In the traditional predicate view, defended by Russell and Quine, proper names are
abbreviated descriptions. According to Burge, this view contains three major
misconceptions, and because of them, Russellian approach to the proper names
suffers from artificiality. Firstly, it seems that proper names are lacking internal
semantic structure; hence names do not describe anything. Because they do not
describe, they cannot be abbreviations. The second is that Russell accepts proper
names as singular terms. The final point is that “some sentences that involve
failures of designation are neither true nor false”.*” Because of these artificialities,

Burge advocates a modified predicate view.

2.7.3. Burge’s Theory on Proper Names

Burge asserts that natural languages have two kinds of context dependence:

37 Ibid., pp. 425 - 426.
38 Ibid., p. 438.
3 Ibid., p. 427.
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(1) dependence on context for determination of the intended reference
of token-reflexive constructions, and

(i1) dependence on context for determination of the intended reading of
ambiguous words and grammatical constructions.*’

For Burge, a well-founded theory of proper names should be consistent with these
two context dependency. After establishing two fundamental points, namely the
condition of adequacy and two kinds of context dependence, Burge starts
analyzing how a proper name may function as an abbreviation. A proper name can
either act as ‘Aristotelizes’ or ‘the ao’, where ‘a’ is a general term. In the
‘Aristotelizes’ case it abbreviates a string of descriptive general terms that can be
grouped with an artificial predicate as ‘Aristotelizes’. In the ‘the o’ case, while in a
definite description we use ‘the o’, here, a proper name abbreviates into one
symbol: the name itself. These two different abbreviation kinds leads Burge to
claim: “proper names do not abbreviate predicates but are predicates in their own
right” and “they do not abbreviate the roles of predicate and operator, but in some

of their uses they play the roles of predicate and demonstrative”.*!

Vendler, on these claims, raises the idea that “[a name as] Joe is equivalent to
something like person called Joe, and because this phrase fits many individuals, it
should be treated as a general term”.** Burge’s famous examples on similar uses

are,

(1) Alfred studies in Princeton.
(2) There are relatively few Alfreds in Princeton.*

(2" There are many people called Alfred in Princeton.

“ Ibid., p. 426.
* Ibid., p. 428.
*2 Vendler, 1967, pp. 40 - 41.
* Burge, 1973, p. 429.
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It seems that Vendler’s use of a name is not ‘proper’ to any one object. As a result,
proper names sometimes act as singular terms, and sometimes as general terms; yet

in all cases they behave as predicates.

For Russell, a proper name as ‘Aristotle’ uniquely designates one object. But we
use the same name for many people, as there are many Alfreds in Princeton. Burge
may give an intuitive answer, ‘context solves this ambiguity’; yet, the condition
that he laid down above prevents him from saying so. This is why we must reject
Russell’s approach. Instead, we can defend the idea that proper names “play the
roles of predicate and demonstrative”. A proper name, therefore, has the same
structure with ‘that book’. Hence these two following sentences same in their

truth-values:

3) Jim is 6 feet tall.
(4) That book is green.

Both of them require the interpretation of the speaker reference. The speaker picks
out a particular object or a person to make the sentence true or false, and the proper

name of that object or person can only be the one that bears that name.

2.8. Saul Kripke

In the early 60s, Kripke’s writings were mostly on modal logic. In the 70s,
however, we see a shift of focus in his articles from logic to language. The most
noticeable result of this shift is his three lectures in Princeton between January 20
and 29 of 1970. The transcripts of these lectures were published first in Davidson
and Harman’s Semantics of Natural Language (1972/2012) as an article in the
book, then separately in 1980. For this thesis, the upmost important question he

raised in these lectures is that how does a name refer to a thing.
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2.8.1. Criticism of Descriptivism

At the beginning of the second lecture, Kripke summarizes the six theses of
descriptivism and adds a non-circularity condition. Later, he objects to each of
these theses and concludes that descriptivism is not a good theory to explain the

reference of proper names.

(iv) To every name or designating expression ‘X, there corresponds a
cluster of properties, namely the family of those properties ¢ such
that 4 believes ‘0.X.

(V) One of the properties, or some conjointly, are believed by 4 to pick
our some individual uniquely.

(vi) If most, or a weighted most, of the ¢’s are satisfied by one unique
object v, then vy is the referent of ‘X”.

(vii) If the vote yields no unique object, “X° does not refer.

(viii)  The statement, ‘If X exists, then X has most of the ¢’s’ is known a
priori by the speaker.

(ix) The statement, ‘If X exists, then X has most of the ¢’s’ express a
necessary truth (in the idiolect of the speaker).

©) For any successful theory, the account must not be circular. The
properties which are used in the vote must not themselves involve
the notion of the reference in such a way that it is ultimately
impossible to eliminate.**

2.8.2. Criticism of Kneale

The first descriptivist theory that Kripke focuses on is Kneale’s Metalinguistic
Descriptivism Theory. Though we will later elaborate Kneale’s theory. Let us
summarize it with a sentence: the name ‘Socrates’ must mean °‘the individual
called Socrates’. Kneale’s assertion seems quite intuitive and trifling. For Kripke,
if we are talking about a past moment, this usage is not trifling but false. “...we

know that we call him ‘Socrates’; that hardly shows that the Greeks did so. On

* Kripke, 1980, p. 71.
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fact, of course, they may have pronounced the name differently”.*> On the other
hand, if we are talking about the present, Kneale’s argument is trifling. Yet, it

suffers from being circular. We use the name of that object to define it.

2.8.3. Criticism of Searle

After defeating one of the most intuitive approaches, Kripke focuses on another
descriptivist, Searle. Searle claims that Aristotle is not the sum of exact definitions.
Instead the name ‘Aristotle’ is a cluster of definitions. Therefore some of the
properties that we attributed on Aristotle could be wrong. Kripke argues against
this by claiming that if Aristotle has not had some of (or any of) these properties,
then they are not necessary but contingent claims about Aristotle. This is the

violation of the thesis (vi).

2.8.4. Criticism of the Rest of the Arguments

To dispute the rest of the theses, Kripke provides various instances. For instance,
to argue against the second thesis, he invites us to imagine a man who uses the
name Richard Feynman. This ‘Richard Feynman’, though he shares the same name
with the famous physicist, does not possess any of the properties of physicist
Feynman. Yet, we still use the name ‘Richard Feynman’ for non-physicist one.

Here is no uniquely identifying description.

For the third thesis, Kripke gives the example of Godel. Let us assume that
suspiciously murdered man named Smith proved the incompleteness theorem. Kurt
Godel, somehow, got the notebook of Smith and acclaimed that he proved the
incompleteness theorem. Nonetheless people still attribute this property (the man
who proved the incompleteness theorem) to Kurt Godel. Thus somebody else
might uniquely satisfy the description. Though this was an imaginary case, there

are also real cases. For instances, Columbus is not the first European discoverer of

* Ibid., p. 72
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America, but according to Viking Sagas, the first European discoverer of America

is Leif Erikson. Hence some of the descriptions can be based on misinformation.

Descriptivist theories also have the infamous problem of the name of the non-
existing objects. Hence the fourth thesis was already a problematic one; Kripke
only summarized the already existing points. For instance, if there is no Santa

Claus, but there is the name ‘Santa Claus’, the fourth thesis should be wrong.*°

2.8.5. Kripke’s Rigidity

Since the descriptivist theories suffer from the above stated problems, Kripke
offers a new account called Rigidity Theory. Kripke’s summary of his thesis:
“When I say that a designator is rigid, and designates the same thing all possible
worlds, I mean that, as used in our language, it stands for that thing, when we talk
about counterfactual situations”.*’ For instance ‘Nixon’ refers to Nixon in every
possible world, but the ‘37™ president of the United States’ could have been
Woody Allen. Similarly, ‘the teacher of Alexander the Great’ does not necessarily
designate Aristotle; it can depict Socrates in another possible world. Yet ‘Aristotle’

rigidly refers to ‘Aristotle’ in all possible worlds within Aristotle exists.

2.8.5.1. Baptism and Causal Chain

Kripke claims that we are not born with the descriptions that are attributed to us
right now. Instead, when a baby is born, his/her parents call the baby by a certain
name. This is like baptism, the baby is baptized with that name. What follows is

interesting: when other people meet the baby, or the parents talk about the baby,

46 Though Kripke also disputes the fifth thesis, due to its irrelevancy to our subject matter
we will not summarize it. Also the thesis (i) is a definition, which does not require
opposition.

7 Ibid., p. 77.
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“the name is spread from link to link as if by a chain”.*® Hence there are no

descriptions that designates us all the time; these descriptions are contingent.

2.8.5.2. Kripke on Identity Statements

Kripke avers that the identities between descriptions are contingent. ‘The man who
invented bifocals’ may not be ‘the first Postmaster General of the United States’.
Nonetheless, since names are rigid designators and refer to the same object in all
possible worlds, the identities between names are necessary. For instance,
Hesperus rigidly designates the object X in every possible world. Phosphorus also
rigidly designates the object X in every possible world. Hence, it is necessarily true

that ‘Hesperus is Phosphorus’ in all possible worlds.

2.9. Gareth Evans

Gareth Evans, a student of Strawson, as John Searle, gained his reputation with his
first publication “The Causal Theory of Names” (1973). Though philosophy of
language was an attractive subject in Oxford, Evans believed that philosophy of
mind should get more attention. Thus one can see a mentalist approach in his

writings, including the one we will scrutinize below.

2.9.1. Criticism of Kripke

Evans claims that one of the major mistakes made by Kripke is that he did not
consider the change of denotation. He provides two examples regarding this
problem. The first one is, against Kripke’s Rum example, that even though Malay
or Arab sailors originally named a portion of African mainland as Madagascar,
Marco Polo misunderstood it and used for an island close to Africa.*’ The second
one is the “switched babies”. Kripke claimed that there is a causal chain of

transferring a name, starting from the initial baptism with a name of a baby by

*® Ibid., p. 91.
* Evans, 1973, p. 196.
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his/her parents. Imagine a case, says Evans, where the nurse switched two babies

already bestowed named by their parents.”

2.9.2. Evans’ Revised Causal Theory

Evans’ goal is to sketch a hybrid theory, that will allow the change of denotation
but also this denotation is determined a body of information but this is done by its
causal origin. Hence the outline of his theory is:

The name ‘NN’ is the name of x if:

There is a community C that uses ‘NN’ to refer to x, and this is a common
knowledge in the community C, and not on the knowledge that a predicate

embedded in ‘NN’ is satisfied by x.”'

>0 Ibid.
! Ibid., p. 202.
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CHAPTER 3

WHY DESCRIPTIVISM AND MILLIANISM CANNOT PROVIDE A
SOLUTION FOR THE PROBLEM OF MANY REFERENTS

The theories that are mentioned in the previous section are semantic theories i.e.
those that try to answer the question how does a name refer. Though each account
has its own unique contribution to the discussion, we can categorize them under
two main category, as it is done by many philosophy of language scholars: ones
that consider the meaning of a name is its referent, and ones that consider the
meaning of a name is related with a set of descriptions. The former one is called
Direct Reference Theory or Millianism, and the latter one is called Description
Theory, or Indirect Reference Theory. In this section, we will analyze the possible
answers to the original question (Q1) that is raised in the Introduction section. To

remind the question:

QL) How can the hearer of a sentence which contains a proper name
can determine the true referent of that name among the many people who

have the same name?

On proper names Sam Cumming’ eloquently puts one of the most notable
question: “Is there just one proper name ‘Alice’ or are there many homonyms
(‘Alice-1’, “Alice-2’, etc.)?” The first part of the question implies that there is only
one ambiguous name that has different meanings as many as Alices, which is a
problem for the Description Theories. The second part of the question implies that
there are many different words written as same, Alice, but each of them refers to
another person, which is a problem for the Direct Reference Theories. To put the

question another way, we use the same name for different people; does your

> Cumming, 2013.
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account provide a reasoning for that? In this thesis, it will be argued that both of
these approaches cannot (or do not even try to) give an answer for this question

without necessary ad hocs.

3.1. Description Theories on Problem of Many Referents

For a Descriptivist a proper name is a set of descriptions or is a disguised definite
description. The problem with this idea is that even though proper names do have a
set of descriptions, or they are disguised definite descriptions, these description
sets, or definite descriptions, are associated with the same name. Let us analyze
both subviews of Descriptivism and show why they cannot provide a solution to

the Problem of Many Referents.

3.1.1. Set of Descriptions

Take two people named Chris Evans, one is the new host of the show Top Gear,
the other one is the actor who played Captain America. The set of descriptions that

they denote are:

Chris Evans; = {Born in Boston, MA, born in the year 1981, ...}
Chris Evans, = {Born in Cheshire, England, born in the year 1966, ...}

Let us create a case where a speaker utters

(CE) ‘I saw Chris Evans yesterday’.

You can think (CE) as a generic sentence, that we can apply all the possible cases.

If a speaker S saw a particular Chris Evans, she would utter a sentence as,

(CE1) ‘I saw Chris Evans yesterday’.
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The speaker clearly has one specific Chris Evans in his mind, Chris Evans;, the
actor who played the role Captain America. As a response the hearer of this

sentence says

(CE2) ‘I [also] saw Chris Evans yesterday’.

This time, the audience™, meant Chris Evans,, the new host of the show Top Gear.
So far syntactically and from the perspective of a third party (CE1) = (CE2). Yet, if

we replace the proper names with their set of descriptions, we would get:

(CE1") “I saw the ‘x such that x is born in Boston, MA and born in the
year 1981°”.

(CE2") “I saw the ‘x such that x is born in Cheshire, England, and born
in the year 1966°”.

Syntactically, and from any perspective, (CE1') # (CE2'). Hence, such a view

cannot provide reasoning to solve this contradiction.

3.1.2. Disguised Definite Description

Russell’s disguised definite description idea asserts that a name is associated with a

definite description. Let us apply the same case to his view:

(CE3) Chris Evans; = ‘the actor who played Captain America’.
(CE4) Chris Evans, = ‘the host of the show Top Gear’.

and restate them:

(CE3") “I saw ‘the actor who played Captain America’ yesterday”.

? Even though he is in the position of the speaker to protect integrity of the story we will still refer
to him as the audience.
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(CE4") “I [also] saw ‘the host of the show Top Gear’ yesterday”.

Clearly (CE3’) # (CE4’). Yet the hearer would only hear the same proper name,
‘Chris Evans’’ in (CE1) and (CE2), and cannot differentiate the true referent of the
proper name. Russell’s alternative approach also cannot (do not want to) provide a

. 54
reasoning for these phenomena™.

The question that one may ask is ‘does it have to’. The initial answer is ‘no’. It
should not be forgotten that these accounts are semantic accounts and their goal is
to reveal the meaning of a proper name, not the use of it. In the future studies they
might try to come up with an ad hoc that will provide a response, however, now,

they are lacking such device.

3.2. Direct Reference Theories on Problem of Many Referents

For a Millian the problem relating the proper names is that a name as ‘Chris
Evans’ denotes the person who has (or tagged/baptized with) that name. Hence, in

the case of Chris Evans(es), Chris Evans(es) refer to:

Chris Evans = XY1 (the actor who played Captain America)
Chris Evans = XY2 (the host of the show Top Gear)

Though both speaker and the audience had different people in their minds they
actually used fwo “univocal names with identical spellings”.”® For Perry’® this
creates ambiguity. Nevertheless, when speaker uttered (CE1) she had a specific
person, XY1, in her mind, and when the audience uttered (CE2) he had a specific

person, XY2, in his mind. If the meaning of a proper name is its reference, and if

% As we have seen in Chapter 1, Russell denied that he was concerned with these
phenomena.

> Cumming, 2013.
>% Perry, 1997, p. 7.
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the audience cannot pick the true referent, hence the true meaning, then the speaker
fails to transfer her thoughts to the audience. This will contradict with the main

agenda of a communication: to be understood.

It is also mysterious how one can transfer his/her direct referring to an audience. In
fact, for the question that we asked to the Descriptivists, a defender of Direct
Reference Theory would assert that they are only giving a theory for semantics.
After all the uses of the names are what speakers use in order to pick someone out.
I believe that it is a fair thing to say that answering the problems caused by our
initial question on ‘how we pick the true referent among many salient candidates’

is not their agenda.

3.3. An Alternative Theory

In the chapter that we presented the theories on proper names, it can be seen that
the goal of the philosophers is to reveal how a proper name refers, i.e. the inner
structure of a proper name. Their approach includes an understanding what speaker
means by her use of a proper name, or how she uses that name. Yet the following

points should not be forgotten:

1) For any utterance, speaker, S, makes it to an audience, A.
(i1) When § uses a proper name, she utters it within a context.
(iii) When § makes an ambiguous utterance, A is the one who has to

disambiguate this utterance if he chooses to.

@iv) If A chooses to disambiguate this ambiguous utterance, A uses the
contextual information in this endeavor.

v) “If instead the meaning of a name corresponds to a rule determining,
or constraining, its reference in a context, then there is no pressure

9957

to adopt either expedient’’ that we encountered in both Millianism

and Descriptivism.

>7 Cumming, 2013.
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(vi) Such a stand would, on the other hand, require a clearly stated rule
that will explain how we determine the reference of a proper name

in a context.

In the analogy above, (i), (i) and (iii) are (and one might even want to consider
(iv) as) trivial. We have showed (in § 3.1. and § 3.2.) that Descriptivist Theories
and Direct Reference Theories cannot provide a response to (vi). Because none of
these semantic theories can explain fully how we use a proper name, it seems that
our initial aim, to find a semantic theory which can also explain the way we use
the proper names, has to be altered. This alteration forces us to study the pragmatic

theories.

Francois Recanati provides a pragmatic theory for how a name refers. Recanati’s
solution is to separate the reference of a name from “a mode of presentation of the
reference, a ‘character’”.”® This view is quite similar to what Kaplan asserts in
“Demonstratives” on indexicals. Kaplan claims that an indexical as ‘I’, has two
parts, character and content. Character of any indexical remains the same in any
context. For instance, the character of ‘I’ is ‘the speaker/writer of an utterance’.
Yet within a context, ‘I’ refers to the person who made that utterance. According to

Recanati, the character of a name is its bearer:

The fact that a proper name has a ‘bearer’ — a semantic value directly
assigned by virtue of a convention, e.g. the convention that ‘Cicero’ refers to
Cicero — is part of what defines the category of proper names, in contrast to
other categories of singular terms, such a pronouns. It is not necessary to
know what a proper name is, and this involves recognizing that a proper
name is supposed to have a ‘bearer’. If this is true, then REF does not
exhaust the meaning of a proper name. A proper name NN indicates not only
there is an entity such that an utterance S(NN) is true if <x> satisfies S( ), it
also indicates — simply by virtue of the fact that it is a proper name — that x
is the bearer of the name NN, i.e. that there is a social convention associating
x with the name NN.”

*® Recanati, 1993, p. 139.
> Ibid.
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The name that Recanati uses for this task is “Proper names as indexical”. Since
Recanati considers proper names as type names and its referring to a specific
person as its token, this view can also be named as ‘Type Theory of Proper
Names’. He claims that when we use the same name within different contexts, this
way it refers to the different people, just as it did above with our example of ‘Chris

Evans’.

Though Recanati provides an explanation how we use a proper name for different
people in different contexts, he does not provide an explanation to (vi) raised by
Sam Cumming, from the perspective of the audience. We believe that this is the
mistake done by almost all the philosophers who studied the proper names: we
make utterance to somebody; he is the one who has to solve (to determine) to

whom the speaker referred to.

In the next chapter, we will study Communication and Conversation Theories to
see which one of them comes the closest to provide the rule stated in (vi). We will
see that even the best account that captures how we communicate will fail to assert
a rule or method how the audiences determine the referent of a proper name. In
Chapter 5, we will be after the audience’s disambiguation process in detail; what
kind of tools he uses in this process, and what kind of contextual information he
uses in determining the true referent of a proper name or the true referent of the

proper names. This way we will assert a solution to (vi).
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CHAPTER 4

COMMUNICATION THEORIES

This chapter discusses the communication models and theories. First, we will
explain coding models, where the speaker encodes her thought and sends the signal
via a channel to a receiver who decodes this signal and reaches the thought of the
speaker. First model we will look into is Shannon-Weaver Model, followed by
Schramm’s Model, Berlo’s SMCR Model, and Becker’s Mosaic Model. These
sections will be followed by a brief comparison between coding models and
Grice’s Intention based conversation model. Grice’s theory and Relevance Theory
will succeed this transition. At the end of the chapter, we will find out that even
though the Relevance Theory provides us the necessary theoretical base to solve
the Problem of Many Referents, it does not produce a solution. In the next chapter,
however, we will provide the maxims for the audience to show (i) bringing a
meaning across is a mutual task, (ii) with some minor additions Relevance Theory

can indeed solve The Problem of Many Referents.

4.1. Shannon-Weaver Model

In his paper “A mathematical theory of communication”®, Claude Shannon, tries

to formulate a theory of transmitting a ‘message’, in the best possible way. For

Shannon, “[the] semantic aspects of communication are irrelevant to the

engineering problem. The significant aspect is that the actual message is the one
» 61

selected from a set of possible messages”.” To reach this goal, he designs a

communication system:

%0 Shannon, 1948.
o Ibid., p. 5.
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Figure I: Shannon - Weaver Model

Where the information source is the producer of the message, transmitter, or best
known as encoder, encodes the message of the information source and sends it
through a channel, which is “the medium used to transmit the signal from
transmitter to receiver”.®® In the transferring process, the signal might be
interrupted/distorted to a degree by the noise source. The receiver, or best known
as decoder, decodes the signal and reconstructs the message again. The destination

“is the person (or thing) for whom the message is intended”®’.

Shannon’s system pictures us the main outline of both computerized and natural
communication. Despite of the fact that it is considered as one of the best models
we use, it does not seem to present the human communication accurately. The
main problem is that it does not transfer the content. We actually encounter with
the same problem frequently in the systems developed from Shannon’s Model.

When you receive a text,

(HD) He is here.

%2 Ibid., p. 7.
% Ibid.
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You only received ‘He is here’. Yet the words ‘he’ and ‘here’ contains much more
information other than their meanings, and transferring the content of this message
is the reason that it is sent in the first place. As stated above, Shannon only focuses
on the engineering problem and leaving even the semantics of the message, let

alone the content.

4.2. Schramm's Model

Message

Encoder Decoder

( Interpreter ) ( Interpreter )

Encoder

Decoder

Message

Figure 2: Schramm’s Model

Schramm®, asserts that the communication is a two way process. It is not just
sending a message, but also receiving and interpreting the message and giving a
response. Hence, his system includes feedback, and this feedback is what turns
sending message to communication. He also replaced the information source with
the interpreter who interprets the decoded messages. The advantage of this
alteration is to allow Schramm to embody the concept of content into the system.
After all, hearing ‘right’ from a GPS is different from hearing ‘right’ after asking a

question.

64 Schramm, 1954.
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4.3. Berlo’s SMCR Model

Encodes Decodes
Source _> Message _> Channel _> Receiver
[ [ | [
Communication : Communication
Skills Content Hearing Skills
Attitudes Elements Seeing Attitudes
Knowledge Treatment Touching Knowledge
Social ] Social
Systam Structure Smelling System
Culture Code Tasting Culture

Figure 3: Berlo’s SMCR Model

David Berlo presented his SMCR Model in The Process of Communication (1960),
which was based on Shannon-Weaver Model. According to Ehninger, Gronbeck
and Monroe, Berlo’s model is “[t]he simplest and most influential message-

centered model”®® of that time.

Berlo believed that the basic structure of human communication is more detailed,
thus he applied the Shannon-Weaver Model to human communication. The result
Berlo received is that each step in the Shannon-Weaver Model is more complicated
in human interactions. Both the source and the receiver have communication skills
that developed for their life along with atfitudes, a certain position in the social
system, and being in a culture. The message includes, as Schramm claimed, a
certain content along with a structure, a code, elements and treatment. This

message is transferred via a channel, our five senses.

According to Berlo, we encode our thoughts to words and other types of

expressions, transfer it to another person, who decodes our expression to thoughts.

%5 Cited from Mortensen, 1972, p. 34.
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Yet, the problem with Berlo’s model is that even though we use correct words, or
expression methods, to encode our thoughts and transfer it via the correct channels,
the communication is, as Schramm put, is a two-way process. It is an agreement
between two or more people. When you hear (H1), you have to understand whom

is the speaker talking about. Otherwise you can misunderstand the speaker.

4.4. Becker’s Mosaic Model
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Figure 4: Becker’s Mosaic Model

Becker (1968) and (1999) asserts that communication is not only act of delivering
a single message (along with its content), but also being in a complex relation with
that person and the topic, i.e. “a mosaic in which each of us exists”.°® This mosaic

includes information bits “scattered over time and space”.

% Becker, 1999, p. 36.
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Each individual must grasp from this mosaic those bits which serve his
needs, must group them into message sets which are relevant for him at any
given time, and within each message set must organize the bits and close the
gaps between them in order to arrive at a coherent picture of the world to
which he can respond.®’

Becker grasps the communication as it is the interaction between two constantly
changing cubes, where the layers are the layers of information and different bits
(from previous communications) are simultaneously active in the (interpretation

process of) communication.

4.5. From Coding to Intentions

The traditional understanding of language consists of encoding and decoding
concepts. The speaker has a thought, which he encodes and transfers to the
audience, who receives and decodes this encrypted thought. Shannon laid down the
basic structure of this encoding-decoding process from an engineer process. He
ruled out the semantics and just focused on the transferring step (signalization).
Schramm asserted that Shannon’s model is deficient since it lacks feedback. With
Schramm we start to see the early idea that whole idea of a communication is
understanding. Thus, in Schramm’s model, both the sender and the receiver are
actually only interpreters. However, this was only an improvement on both ends of
the communication. Even though, he included content, this was rather an
acknowledgment of its existence, not an effort to embody it to the system. With
Berlo, we see an emphasis on the human interactions. His aim was to reveal the
structure of human communication by including some channels that we use as
touching and hearing along with the backgrounds that influence our interpretation.
Becker took this project a step forward by embodying different information bits

from different times that influence our interpretation.

Grice averred that the communication is more complicated than this. Speakers

have intentions, and they imply their thoughts towards those intentions. We do not

7 Ibid.
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simply just decode sentences, but we analyze any given thought within a context to
understand the speaker’s intentions. In the next section, we will elucidate Grice’s

claims.

4.6. Paul Grice

Paul Grice wanted to propose an intention based semantics. To accomplish this
goal, first, he presents his ideas (with the persuasion of Strawson®®) in Meaning®,

and then in (1968)”° and in (1969)’". Neale eloquently summarizes his agenda:

With respect to a particular sentence ¢ and an “utterer” U, Grice stressed
the philosophical importance of separating (i) what ¢ means, (ii) what U
said on a given occasion by uttering ¢, and (iii) what U meant by uttering
¢ on that occasion.”

In Meaning he focused on the relation between (i) and (ii). Upon this foundation,
he started working on what could be seen as the continuation of Meaning, what is
implied by an utterer, which he presented in William James Lectures on Logic and
Conversation in 1967. In this part of his research, he particularly focused on the
relation between (ii) and (iii) in Neale’s outline. For Korta and Perry his main goal
in this work is to explain “What someone says is determined by the conventional
meaning of the sentence uttered and contextual processes of disambiguation and
reference fixing; what she implicates is associated with the existence of some

rational principles and maxims governing conversation””. These implicatures are

%% See the dissertation of Russell Dale, The Theory of Meaning, p. 34 (endnote: 31), where
Dale claims that Grice gave his article to Strawson in 1948, reluctant to submit to publish,
but Strawson submitted without Grice’s knowledge and let him know after it is accepted.

% Grice, 1957.
7 Grice, 1968.
! Grice, 1969.
72 Neale, 1992, p. 510.
¥ Korta & Perry, 2015.
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formed from one principle that aims to bring meaning across, and to move

“towards a mutually accepted direction”.”®

4.6.1. Cooperative Principle

What is the purpose of a conversation? For Grice “[our talk exchanges] are
characteristically, to some degree at least, cooperative efforts; and each
participants recognizes in them, to some extent, a common purpose or set of
purposes, or at least a mutually accepted direction”.”> Hence, each contribution to
a conversation should be made with this in mind. Participants should (even one
may argue that they ‘will”) cooperate to achieve mutual conversational ends. After
all, the lack of such ends will result in meaningless babbles. The formalized

version of this ‘what conversation is based on’ concept is called,

Cooperative Principle (CP)
Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at
which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in

which you are engaged.”®

For Grice, this is not a command but the way people behave in a conversation.
According to Bates’’, Grice would claim that following the CP is “reasonable
(rational)” behavior, because it will aid the speaker's interest. Since CP comprises
four basic categories (Quantity, Quality, Relation, and Manner), which contains

maxims, the people who follow CP are also implicitly obeying those maxims.

" Grice, 1970, p. 45.
7 Ibid.
7 Ibid.
"7 Bates, 1976.
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4.6.2. Four Maxims

Though some philosophers name the four basic categories as Supermaxims
contrary to Submaxims, some prefer using the name ‘Maxim of [a category

name]’. We will use the latter one throughout this thesis. Those four Maxims are:

1. Maxim of Quantity,
2. Maxim of Quality,
3. Maxim of Relation,
4. Maxim of Manner.

Maxim of Quantity is about the quantity of the information that one will provide in

the conversation. You should,

1. “Make your contribution as informative as is required (for the
current purposes of the exchange)”, and
2. “... not make your own contribution more informative than is

required”.”®

In other words, give as much information that is required and no more.

Maxim of Quality is about the quality the information that one will provide in the

conversation. You should,

1. “Try to make your one that is true”, or to be more specific,
a.  “Do not say what you believe to be false”, and
b.  “Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence”.”

In other words, do not lie, or tell anything that you cannot confirm.

78 Grice, 1975, p. 45.
7 Ibid., p. 46.
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The main focus of a conversation is to move towards “a mutually accepted
direction”.*® Hence a conversation is not the collection of random and incoherent
talks. Hence to follow the Maxim of Relation, one should,

1. “Be relevant”.®!

Maxim of Manner is about avoiding obscurity and ambiguity. Hence it is more
about sow you made your contribution. In your contribution, you should “be

perspicuous”, and,

“Avoid obscurity of expression”,
“Avoid ambiguity”,

“Be brief”, and

“Be orderly”."

b=

Grice also adds that there are also maxims relating with aesthetics or morality, yet
due to their irrelevancy to this subject matter we will exclude any discussions

regarding them.

4.6.3. Violation of Gricean Maxims

Obeying all the above-mentioned Maxims may lead to a perfect conversation, yet
we do not always follow them. The main problem, and the brilliant solution of it,
arises from such intentional violations. Some of these violations are quite clear:
For instance a speaker might “quietly and unostentatiously” violate the Maxim of
Quality and just lie. In another case the speaker might opt out. For instance, if you

ask an audience 4

% Ibid., p. 45
*1 Ibid., p. 46.
52 Ibid.
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(1) What do you do in the Military Research Facility?

A’s answer could be,

(2) That is classified.

In another case, for the question,

3) Where is he from?

One may answer in the following way:

(4) He is from 39 degrees, 57° minutes North to 32 degrees, 51° minutes
East.

These are clearly a violation of “avoid obscurity of expression” under the Maxim

of Manner.
The other violations are quite quotidian. Even though they seem to be problematic
for classical semantics, Grice wants to reveal their essence and how the hearer is
able to understand and cope with such violations. For instance, one may violate the
Maxim of Manner by answering the question of

(5) What do you think of my new hair?
in this way:

(6) You are handsome as James Dean.

Grice’s example on this one is:
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(7) A: “Smith doesn’t seem to have a girlfriend these days.

B: He has been paying a lot of visits to New York lately”.®

Another way to violate a maxim is to be in a position that you have to choose
between two maxims. For the question (3), because you are exactly sure where he

is from, hence you say,

(8) Somewhere near to Istanbul.

The answers we get in (6), (7), and (8) should not feel wrong for a competent
speaker. In these answers, the speaker (the person who answers the question)
implies a specific information. Sometimes, we imply that we do not know the exact
answer, as the speakers did in (7) and (8). In another case, speaker assumes that the
audience knows James Dean (not in personally) and (lets say) the fact that he looks
great, and he (the audience) also looks good as the famous actor. Such cases are
considered as implicatures. They do not create a logically valid reasoning, but they

do make sense within a discourse.

Grice, later in his essay tries to deliver an analysis of such violations. Each
explanation, while being quite important for the philosophy of language and may
be the subject matter of future dissertations, the following statement and its

analysis is the most relevant one to the subject matter of this thesis:

“Examples in which various maxims falling under the supermaxim ‘Be

. 4
perspicuous’ are flouted”.®

8 Ibid., p. 51.
8 Ibid., p. 54.
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Such cases are the results of (i) ambiguity, (ii) obscurity, and (iii) failure to be brief
or succinct. Our initial question is neither related with obscurity nor failure to be

brief or succinct, but is related with ambiguity. On ambiguity, Grice states:

We must remember that we are concerned only with ambiguity that is
deliberate, and that the speaker intends or expects to be recognized by his
hearer. The problem the hearer has to solve is why a speaker should, when
still playing the conversational game, go out of his way to choose an
ambiguous utterance.®

Grice’s focus is on the intentional ambiguity and what a hearer should do is to
solve why a speaker uses an expression, which its utterance will be an ambiguous
one. However, we think people rarely create intentional ambiguity in our speeches.
Additionally, the traditional pragmatics try to understand what speaker meant, or
whom she referred to. Even though that is an important problem, when a speaker
utters a sentence, she says that sentence with a reason: to be understood by the
audience. We believe that the upmost important thing in a communication is what
the hearer of any sentence understands by that sentence. Hence the problem of

ambiguity the hearer has to solve usually results from the cases as:

(CE) ‘I saw Chris Evans yesterday’.

In the previous chapter we have shown that because of the two possible
interpretation of (CE), the same sentence led to two meaningfully different
sentences, which is by definition an ambiguity. The most interesting thing is that
the audiences of the similar sentences are able solve this problem quite easily.
They are able to identify whom the speaker meant with her use of the proper name
‘Chris Evans’. Even though speaker fails to follow the Grice’s Maxim of
Relevance, which we do naturally for Grice, the audience is able to track down the

true referent. Therefore, we claim that there are hidden maxims, hidden guidelines

8 Ibid.
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that allow us in such cases. Before we elucidate them, let us study the relevance

theory.

4.7. Relevance Theory

Relevance Theory (RT) is developed by Sperber and Wilson and presented firstly
in their “An Outline of Relevance Theory” (1985). Throughout the years both
Sperber and Wilson continued to work on the theory both together (1985, 1986,
1987, 1990%, 1990*7, 1996, 1997, 1998, 2002a, ...) and individually (by Sperber
1995, 2000a, 2000b, 2000c, 2003, 2015; by Wilson 1992, 1993a, 1993b, 1994,
1998a, 1998b, 2001, 2003, 2004a, 2004b, 2011). The aim of RT is to study how a

hearer figure out the meaning meant by speaker based on the utterance she made.

“Relevance Theory claims that humans do have an automatic tendency to
maximise relevance, not because we have a choice in the matter — we rarely do —
but because of the way our cognitive systems have evolved”.® Thus, we seek
relevance in speakers’ utterances. Wilson and Sperber put this idea into the

following principle:

Cognitive Principle of Relevance

Human condition tends to be geared to maximization of relevance.®’

We believe that the principle put forward by Wilson and Sperber is a result of a

more primal principle:

Principle of Conversation

The primary aim of any conversation is to be understood by the addressee.

86 Sperber, D. and D. Wilson, 1990.
87 Wilson, D. and D. Sperber, 1990.
88 Wilson and Sperber, 2002b, p. 610.
* Ibid.
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If “the primary aim of any conversation is to be understood by the addressee”, then
what people should do is to maximize their relevance (of the subject-matter for the
audience) to increase their chance to successfully transfer their thought. Thus,
“human condition tends to be geared to maximization of relevance”. Because every
audience is also a speaker in other cases, they are aware of this fact. Therefore, for
Wilson and Sperber, the audiences “assume that her stimulus is relevant enough to

be worth processing”.”® This leads Wilson and Sperber to assert another principle:

Communicative Principle of Relevance
Every ostensive stimulus conveys a presumption of its own optimal

relevance.’!

Speaker should not forget that not all encoding will result in decoding in the other
side. The hearers show an effort if they believe what is uttered is worthy of their
effort. Hence, the idea behind this principle is that any utterance “is relevant
enough to be worth the audience’s processing effort”.”> What a speaker should do
is to increase the relevance to reduce the processing effort of the hearer so that the

hearer does not lose interest.
What would RT’s approach be to a sentence as
(CE) I saw Chris Evans, yesterday.
As above mentioned, if the audience knows both Chris Evans(es) and both options

are equally accessible, “[t]hen there would be no way of choosing between the two

interpretations, the ambiguity would remain unresolved and neither interpretation

% Ibid., p. 611 - 12.
L Ibid., p. 612.
*2 Ibid.
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would be consistent with the principle of relevance since each could only be
preferred”. > Does that leave the hearer with an unresolved/unresolvable
ambiguity? For Wilson and Sperber ‘unambiguation’ is the task of the speaker: “A
speaker who does not intend this interpretation should rephrase her utterance to
eliminate it”**, but they do not. We believe that this is the problem with the
theories both on names and on communication: speakers do not always follow
Gricean Maxims; speakers, believing that the hearer would understand whom they

are talking about, they do not maximize their relevance and speak ambiguously.

4.8. Conclusion

In this chapter we have studied the theories and models on communication. The
first set of models that we examined were coding theories, in which the
information source encodes a thought and sends it as signal to the destination and
the destination decodes the signal to get the thoughts of the information source.
The first coding model, Shannon-Weaver Model, was more of an engineering
model, where Shannon tried to reveal the parts of any communication. Schramm
claimed that any communication is based on the concept of feedback, which lead
him to assert that communication is a two-way street. Berlo humanized the
communication and added human communication channels as touching, hearing
and seeing. Following Berlo, Becker averred that previous information bits or
conversations affect any communication. Grice asserted that communication is
more affected by human intentions. The responses we get from the audience are
not always the direct answers of our questions, but they are the implicatures.
Wilson and Sperber claim that what we do in any communication is to maximize
relevance so that we reduce the effort of the hearer. However, none of these
theories can solve The Problem of Many Referents. In other words, if there is an

ambiguous use of a proper name, it is the task of the audience to find out the true

3 Wilson and Sperber, 1994, p. 97.
% Ibid.
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referent of that name. In the next chapter, we will present maxims for the audience

in order to help him in this quest.
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CHAPTER 5

THE PRINCIPLE OF CONVERSATION AND MAXIMS OF THE
RELEVANCE THEORY

Almost all, if not all, philosophers who present their ideas on the reference of a
proper name tried to answer one basic yet quite complicated question, eloquently

put by Reimer and Michaelson””:

“How do [we] refer to George W. Bush by means of the name ‘George W.
Bush’?

The two main opponents trying to answer this question are Direct Reference
Theorists and Description Theorists. As we have seen in Chapter 2, both
approaches focus on the relation between a proper name and the thing that bears

that name.

Although the question that they claim to have an answer to is quite important, this
is not a challenge for the human beings. We, somehow, use the proper names in a
successful way. The daily challenge for us, as masters of a language, is to find out
the true referent of ‘Chris Evans’, among the many ‘Chris Evans’ that the audience

knows, when he hears the following sentence,
(CE) I saw Chris Evans, yesterday.
In the third chapter, we showed that both approaches could not provide a solution

for the problem which arises through examples as (CE). We claim that the problem

that we encounter is not related with semantics of a name; instead, it is the

95 Reimer and Michaelson, 2016
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pragmatics of it. Even though we have stated that it is a challenge for us, it is also
mysterious how we manage to do it so well. Therefore the question we will try to

answer is:

(Q2) How can we give a pragmatic explanation to the phenomenon that
two people using the same name for different people in different contexts can

coordinate and understand which of those people are referred to?

According to Grice’s Cooperative Principle, when people participate in a
conversation, they aim to cooperate in order to bring meaning across. To make the
conversation meaningful (to communicate successfully), Grice gave us a guideline,
the Maxims. He presented four maxims to be fulfilled by the speaker with the
words ‘make your conversational contribution such as’. However, there is an
elephant in the room: Speakers do not always follow this guideline. For instance,
they might say ‘Hakan is here’, which violates the Maxim of Manner, which
asserts ‘avoid ambiguity’. As John Perry®® stated, this is an ambiguous use of a

proper name.

According to the developers of Relevance Theory, Wilson and Sperber, speakers
should minimize the effort of the audience and assure that their utterance is
relevant enough. However, as we stated in Chapter 4, Relevance Theory cannot
provide any answer in the cases as (CE). Yet, in many cases we are able to
determine the referent of ‘Hakan’. Hence even though we violate Grice’s CP
and/or his Maxims, by speaking ambiguously, we can have meaningful
conversation. Therefore, in addition to Grice's Cooperative Principle, and Wilson
and Sperber’s Cognitive and Communicative Principles of Relevance, we propose

an improved version of the principle we asserted in Chapter 4:

%1997, p. 7.
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Principle of Conversation

In an healthy conversation, the participants of the conversation refer to the
same object, or person. Otherwise the purpose of the communication, sharing
the same ground, bringing a meaning across, i.e. communicating
successfully, would not be satisfied and the conversation would become

unhealthy.

This is a step forward from Relevance Theory’s central claim. We claim that the
participants of a conversation can only bring a meaning across if they talk about
the same thing. If you are not talking about the same person, as Chris Evans, how

do you expect to develop a line of thought regarding that person?

The Principle of Conversation and (Q2) are actually a small part of the ambiguity
that we face in our daily life. Just substitute the ‘proper name’ with a ‘noun’ and

you will end up with the following ambiguity,

(Q3) ‘Are you going to the bank?’

Although there are numerous possible answers to (Q3), let us assume that the

hearer, Neslihan, is going outside, and her answer is positive.

(B1) “Yes, I am going to the bank [financial institution].’

(B2) “Yes, [ am going to the bank [edge of the river].’

In which case is Neslihan's answer true? In order to determine the truth-value of it,
we have to know what both speaker and the audience meant by the word ‘bank’.

Hence the problem with this question is related to the Principle of Conversation.

To keep within the limits of proper names, we will not work on ambiguity caused

by the meaning of nouns and the problems that come with it. That leaves us with
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the original question: ‘how does a hearer have to treat the proper name in order to

coordinate with the speaker’.

5.1. The Conversation

A conversation is an active process among the participants. In certain
conversations we may be more explicit about a person if we believe that the
audience does not know that person thus increase the relevance. In others, since we
know (or guess) that the audience knows or has met the bearer of the name, we
may not provide extra information. This is where the problem starts to surface.
Improving the Becker’s Mosaic Model, a conversation includes the ability to not
only move in our information and relation map, where we draw a family tree like
structure, but also remember previous information (relations and properties) that
we have transferred to the audience. As David Lewis’’ claimed, it is like
scorekeeping in a game. “One central role of the score is to keep a record of what
has already happened. In that way, score is influenced by what happens on the

field, or in the conversation”.”® This phenomenon can clearly be seen with this use:

(M1) Mike - you know Mike - tried to cook ravioli today.

The cases as (M1) does not create a problem for the hearer, if our relational map
shows us a that there is only one common Mike between the speaker and the
audience. In such cases, where there is only one salient referent, the quest of the
audience is easy. The complicated part begins when the speaker and the audience
know more than one individual in common with the same name. Let us use another

proper name and show an example of a problematic case.

(H2) Hakan is here.

7 Lewis, 1979.
% Weatherson, 2016.
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Hakan [Dogan]

Figure 5: Two Hakans known by two people

As the reader can see from the figure, Nesli knows two Hakans. Aliyar also know
those Hakans too, which is a quite ordinary case for many couples. They meet
some people while they are present at the same place, or they are the participants
of the same conversation. In such cases, the speaker, Nesli, has two options: (i) not
to give any clarifying information or, (ii) to give some clarifying information and
maximize the relevance. Providing some information about the person would make
everything easier for the hearer in tracking down the true referent that the speaker
meant. However, we sometimes prefer not to give the relevant information, due to
economy we try to establish between our thoughts and the amount of relevant
information to provide. In such cases, where there are more than one salient
person, the audience has to decide which arrow he is going to pick/follow. The
Principle of Conversation gives rise to four maxims for the audience. These

maxims are to wait, to ground, to guess, and to let go.

5.2. The Maxims for the Audience

To Wait: To wait is the most fundamental maxim of the audience. One should wait,
if it is possible, for the speaker to provide more information. Nesli could tell Aliyar
(H2) and a couple of seconds later, she might add ‘it looks like he had a haircut’.
Because Aliyar knows that the other ‘Hakan[Dogan]’ they know is bald, he can

now easily conclude that she meant ‘Hakan[Inan]’.
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To Ground”: One may choose to ask the speaker whom she referred in the first
place. We have many ways to do that, including small face or hand gestures, words

like ‘huh?’ or ‘who?’, and repeating the proper name, ‘Hakan?'

To Guess: The audience should guess one of the salient referents and construct a
thought about him or her. For instance as the hearer of (H2), Aliyar may say,
‘Please don't tell me that he is still walking around with that terrible haircut’,

assuming that ‘Hakan’ is Hakan[Inan].

To Let Go: The audience should follow this maxim when the true referent of the
proper name is not related with the purpose of the conversation. Hence this is the

attitude of letting go. If a person says,

(H3) Hans! Intelligent, handsome, gentle, rich... Oh, how I wish he

would ask me for a date!

As the audience of (H3), we know the purpose of the sentence. Finding the true
referent of the sentence is not the purpose of the conversation; it is an implication
of the speaker. Hence we let it go. We also see similar attitudes in our daily lives.
For instance Nesli tells Aliyar about a person she met earlier on that day. As the
audience, Aliyar may conclude (correctly or incorrectly) that the name of this
person will not be important in the future conversations. He lets go, and does not

try to construct the necessary relational map about this person.

These maxims provide a guideline for an audience. Nonetheless a guideline is not
enough for an audience in tracking down the true referent of a proper name. One
needs a toolbox and to use the appropriate tool(s). For this he may use the

following tools:

% For this maxim, I have inspired from Ginzburg (2012), Clark and Schafer (1987), and
Clark and Wilkes-Gibbs (1986)
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Directory Acts: 1f both of the people who bear the same name are present in the
conversation, the audience tracks down the Directory Acts of the speaker. We look
at the eyes of the speaker, her bodily movements and their direction and, if it is
available, the pointing done by the speaker. For instance, imagine a lecture with

three students all named Jason. When the professor says,

1) Jason, would you please stop playing with your cellphone?

students look at the directory acts of the professor to find out the true referent of
the proper name. This tool could be used in to ground maxim. Sometimes we point
to ourselves with a confused face ask the speaker if he meant us, and show our

failure in determining the true referent of the name to the speaker.

Immediate Past Reference: Immediate past reference helps the audience to track
down the true referent. For instance, if we were talking about Hakan[Inan] in the
last 5 minutes, we do not simply start talking about another Hakan[Dogan] without
the necessary shifting words or the attitudes. This tool could be used as an

auxiliary tool for all the maxims.

Extra Information: The audience also tries to catch the extra information

regardless of whether they are directly about the individual or not.

(H4) Today, I went to the barber at the corner and I saw Hakan over

there.

When Aliyar hears (H4), he tracks down both Hakans. Since he knows the
properties of both Hakans, one being bald, he can infer that Hakan[Inan] had a
haircut. Because the other Hakan[Dogan] is bald and it is extremely unlikely for

him get a haircut. This tool could be used in wait maxim. For instance, Nesli may
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tell him (H2) and add (H4) a couple of sentence later. This would make it much

easier for Aliyar to track down the true referent of the name.

Statistics: Even though they know two Hakans, Nesli and Aliyar always speak
about Hakan[Inan]. If Nesli tells Aliyar (H4), he will assume that she is talking
about Hakan[Inan] and not about Hakan[Dogan]. This tool could be used in guess

maxim. He tracked down the referent statistically, but it was still a guess.

These four tools are the ones we use mostly in determining the true referent of a
proper name as the audience. It should be noted that we use these tools together,
not separately. Yet, sometimes they are not enough for an audience to track down

true referent of the proper name.

5.3. The Failure of the Audience

Our failure, as the audience, may have many reasons. In the directory acts, for
instance, two Jasons may sit really close and the professor's acts may not be
enough help to the students in finding out the true referent (assuming that both of
them are playing with their cellphones). In the second tool, immediate past
reference, the conversation might have stared with a specific sentence and there
could be no immediate past. In the third tool, extra information, there could be no
extra minor information that will help us. In the fourth tool, statistics, they could
have talked about two Hakans equally. These maxims and tools are here only to
increase relevance and thus to help the audience. However, it does not guarantee a

successful track down. The reader may find such cases below.

5.4. Three Hard Cases

The tools that we have presented do not entirely solve (Q2). They just help the

audience in tracking down and there will be cases that we will fail.
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5.4.1. Evil Ted

Adam tells us that

(T1) ‘Ted will show you around’

along with the exact time and location for my meeting with Ted[Good]. An evil
Ted [Evil], hears Adam and shows up a minute earlier. He shows us around. A
couple of days later Adam asks you whether Ted[Good] showed you around. We,
assuming that Adam meant Ted[Evil] with his use of name ‘Ted’, answer

affirmatively. We clearly gave a false answer to Adam.

5.4.2. Two-Faced Harvey

Assume that Harvey, the brother of Ted, is a good friend of Aliyar’s. He helps
Aliyar in almost any way possible, hence he considers him as a good person.
However Harvey acts like a jerk to Nesli, hence she considers him as evil. Aliyar
does not know that Nesli knows Harvey, and Nesli does not know that Aliyar
knows Harvey. Aliyar starts talking about a good friend of him, Harvey[Good].
Nesli thinks this person as somebody else, because she thinks that there is no way
that Harvey[Good] is/can be Harvey[Evil] she knows. Therefore she thinks

Harvey[Good] as a different person and fails to track the true referent.

5.4.3. Fed-Up Twins

Evil Ted gets married and has identical twin sons now. As a fan of Strange Case of
Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde he names them Jekyll and Hyde. They look so similar that
they get confused by everybody, thus people use one of ‘Jekyll’ and ‘Hyde’ names
to call one of them without paying attention to the bearer of the name. The twins
give up correcting each use and go along with any wrong utterance. One morning,

their father, Ted, sees one of the twins (Jekyll), and says,

(HS) Good morning Hyde!
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Jekyll, got used by this situation, replies back:

(F1) Good morning father.

Even though Ted used the wrong name, Jekyll did not confuse by this wrong
utterance, or even did not try to correct his father. Ted’s intention was to say good
morning to one of his sons, and grasping that intention his son replied back. We

can produce two different problems in this case:

(1) Ted knows that he saw Jekyll but he does not care, or he is not
careful enough to use the correct name. Yet, his son was able to

track down the correct reference.
(i1) Ted does not know (or not sure) who he saw and just used one of his

sons’ name, expecting that the audience will understand his

intention and he does indeed.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

In this thesis, we have studied the theories of references and of communication. As
the theories of references try to explain how the proper names refer to a person or
an object, the theories of communication try to elaborate the structure of any
communication. We first presented some of the theories of references and their
criticisms. Then, we raised a question, ‘How can the hearer of a sentence which
contains a proper name can determine the true referent of that name among the
many people who have the same name’ and claimed that these theories
(Descriptivism and Millianism) cannot and do not try to solve this quotidian
problem of masters of a language. In other words, the failed to provide an
explanation to one of the most fundamental points raised by Sam Cumming: “a
clearly stated rule that will explain how we determine the reference of a proper
name in a context”.'” Though Recanati provides such a rule with his theory, he
fails to provide a full answer. We claimed that his mistake was only to provide an
explanation of how a speaker uses the same name for different people in different
contexts, not how the audiences determine the true referent in different contexts.
With this in our mind, we studied the theories of communication, which integrates
the audience’s importance in a conversation. Though early theories were based on
coding and decoding processes, because such theories fail to explain the meaning
transferred with our intentions, Paul Grice developed an intention-based model.
However, we showed that people even violate the guideline proposed by him, and
speak ambiguously. In this point we moved to the Relevance Theory, which was
developed from a Gricean base. However, even the Relevance Theory could not be
able to solve the cases where there are more than one salient referent of a name. In

the last chapter, we claimed that though the relevance is essential, it is not enough

1% Cymming, 2013.
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to bring a meaning across and determine the referent of a proper name. Then, we
proposed the Principle of Conversation, where we claimed that to bring a meaning
across, the participants of any given conversation must speak on the same person,
idea or object, otherwise we will fail to produce the thoughts the speaker wanted to
transfer. Finally, we delivered the maxims for the audience, which will help in
his/her quest, of figuring out the true referent of a proper name, which allows us to

talk about the same person, idea or object.
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APPENDICES

1. TURKCE OZET

ALAKA TEORISININ BiR OZEL AD iLE KIMDEN
BAHSEDILDIGINi BULMA KURALLARI

(L1) Dr. Gustav Lauben yaralandi.

Giinliik hayatimizda (L1) gibi 6zel ad iceren ciimlelerle siklikla karsilasiriz. Ozel
adlarin bir kigiye nasil referans verdigi, yahut bir kisiden nasil bahsetmemizi
sagladig1 ilizerine pek ¢ok calisma bulmak miimkiindiir. Bu alandaki en 6nemli
caligmalar1 John Stuart Mill, Gottlob Frege, Bertrand Russell, Peter Frederick
Strawson, John R. Searle, Keith S. Donnellan, Tyler Burge, Saul Kripke, Gareth
Evans ve Sam Cumming yapmistir. Ancak bizler (L1) gibi climleleri birine ve
anlasilmak amacryla soyleriz. Bu sebepten Otiirli bir dilin istatlarinin yasadigt
sorun bir 6zel ad ile p gibi bir kisiden nasil bahsettigimiz degildir. Karsilasilan

sorunu, Bir¢ok Bahsedilen Sorununu su sekilde formiile edebiliriz:

Bircok Bahsedilen Sorunu
Ozel ad igeren bir ciimleyi duyan kisinin yasadig1 sorun bu ciimleyi kuran
kisinin kullandig1 6zel ad ‘PN’ ile bu adi tasiyan pek ¢ok insandan
hangisinden bahsettigidir.

“Diin Hakan bize ugradi” ciimlesi kullanildigi duruma bagli olarak referansi
degisen kelimelerle doludur. ‘Diin’ ve ‘bize’ kelimelerinin duruma bagli olmasi
Kaplan (1989) ve Lewis’in (1980) baslattig1 calismalart devam ettiren filozoflar

tarafindan kabul gormektedir. Ancak, bir 6zel adin duruma baglh olarak kimden
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bahsettiginin degismesi, yani referansinin duruma bagli olmasi, yeni bir fikirdir.
Diger bir deyisle, Neslihan dinleyiciye: “Diin Hakan bize ugradi” climlesini
sdylerse, ve dinleyici de iki tane Hakan taniyorsa, Hakan ismiyle; Hakan[Inan]’dan
mi1 bahsedildigi yoksa Hakan[Dogan]’dan m1 bahsedildigi dinleyici i¢in bir sorun
yaratacaktir. Bu sorunu yukarida kullandigimiz o6rnek {iizerinden acgiklayacak
olursak; Dr. Gustav Lauben’in oglunun da adinin Gustav Lauben oldugunu ve
oglunun da babasinin izinden gidip doktor oldugunu diisiiniin. (L1)’1 sdyleyen kisi
hangi Dr. Gustav Lauben’den bahsettigini agik¢a sOyleyebilir. Ancak (L1)’de

goriildiigi iizere bunu agiklamamay1 da tercih edebilir.

Bu problemi sembolik dile g¢evirdigimizde daha kolay anlayabiliriz. Hakan
ornegimize donecek olursak: ‘Hakan geldi,” aslinda FA gibi bir degismez ile
yazilmig gibi goziikse de, dinleyici i¢in bu yapi, F(Hx) seklinde bir yapidadir. Her
ne kadar bu ciimleyi kuran kisinin, yani Neslihan’in, aklinda belli bir Hakan olsa
da; bu, konugmanin kars1 tarafi i¢in ¢dziilmeyi bekleyen bir sifreli mesajdir. O
yiizden, giinliik dili konusanlar acgisindan sorulmasi gereken soru, bir ismin nasil

bir kisiye referans verdigi sorusundan ziyade, bir ismin kime referans verdigidir.

Dil ile ilgili en ilging noktalardan biri bir ¢ok durumda, kullanim ne kadar muglak
olursa olsun, dinleyiciler konugsmacinin kimden bahsettigini bulabiliyorlar. Bu

tezde bizim 6zel adlar1 kullanimimizla ¢elismeyecek bir teori arayisi igindeyiz.

Birinci boliimde kisaca 6zel adlar {izerine yazilmis baz1 semantik teoriler hakkinda

bilgiler verecegiz.

Ikinci boliimde iki ana kampa ayirabilecegimiz (Tamim Teorisi ve Dogrudan
Referans Teorisi) teorilerin neden Bir¢ok Bahsedilen Sorununa ¢6zim
iiretemeyecegini (daha dogrusu {iiretme c¢abasinda olmadiklarini) gorecegiz.
Semantik teorilerin 6zel adlar1 nasil kullandigimizi icermeyen goriisler 6ne siirmesi
lizerine pragmatige yonelip iletisim teorileri {izerinden nasil bir ¢oziim
iiretebilecegimize bakacagiz.

71



Ucgiincii boliimde iletisim teorilerini inceleyecegiz. Bu iletigim teorilerinin temel
iddialarin1 inceledikten sona bu teorileri kisaca elestirecegiz. Bu teoriler arasinda
insan iletisimini en iyi kavrayaninin Alaka Teorisi oldugunu savunuyoruz. O

yiizden Alaka Teorisi’nin Bir¢ok Bahsedilen Sorununa yaklasimini inceleyecegiz.

Dordiincii bolimde Alaka Teorisi’nin dinleyici i¢in koydugu kurallar: belirtecegiz.
Bu kurallar sayesinde dinleyici konugsmacinin hangi kisiden bahsettigini anlamak
icin konugmaciyr alakay1 arttirmaya zorlayabilecektir. Bu kurallar beklemek,

temellendirmek, tahmin etmek, ve birakmaktir.
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L Ozel Adlar Uzerine Teoriler
Ozel adlarin yapisi, islevi ve dildeki konumu iizerine ilk goriislerden birini John
Stuart Mill sunmustur. Mill’e gore bir isim kiginin kafasindaki bir isarettir. Ancak

bir 6zel adin anlami yoktur. Ozel adin anlamu isaret ettigi seydir.

Gottlob Frege ise John Stuart Mill’e kars1 olarak su 6rnegi verir:

(1) Aksam Yildiz1 = Aksam Yildizi.
(i1) Aksam Yildiz1 = Sabah Yildiz.

Eskiden aksam yildiz1 olarak bilinen Veniis’lin ayn1 zamanda Sabah Yildiz1 olarak
adlandirilan gékcismi oldugu sonradan kesfedilmistir. (i) ve (ii) arasindaki fark,
(1)’1 bu bilgiye sahip olmadan da bilebilirken (ii)’yi bu bilgiye sahip olmadan
sOyleyemeyiz. Bu durumda Aksam Yildizi’nin anlami ile Sabah Y1ldizi’nin anlami
farklidir. Ancak Mill’e gore iki isim de bir nesneyi isaret etmesi gerektiginden (i)
ve (i1)’nin ayni oldugunu iddia edilmelidir. Bu ¢eligkiden &tiirii Frege, bir ismin

birine referans verdigini ancak bir anlami ifade ettigini sdyler.

Mill ve Frege’nin baglattigi bu tartigma ylizyili agkin siiredir bir ¢ok filozof
tarafindan devam ettirilmistir. Bu teorilerin herbirini tek tek inceleme firsatimiz
olamayacag i¢in agagida bu tez acisindan Frege’ye yakin ancak alternatif olarak

goriilebilecek bir teoriyi daha inceleyecegiz.

John Searle, baz1 tanimlar1 yan1 anlamlar1 yanlis 6grenebilecegimiz gergegi iizerine
odaklanir. Ornegin Frege’ye gore Aristoteles bir kisiye referans verirken bu isimin
farkl1 anlamlar1 olabilir. Yani Aristoteles ‘Plato’nun 6grenci’ yahut ‘Biiyiik
Iskender’in &gretmeni’ olarak nitelendirilebilir. Ancak ‘Plato’nun &grencisi’
olmasint yanlis Ogrenmis olabilecegimizi sdyler. Varsayimsal bir durumu
diisiinelim: yapilan arastirmalar sayesinde aslinda Plato’nun Pluto ile
karistirildigini 6grendik. Bu demek degildir ki bu ismin anlami degisti, yahut bizim

bildigimiz Aristoteles var olmadi. Searle’e gore burada olan sey sadece bir kisinin
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ozellikleri hakkinda yasanan bir anlagsmazliktir. Bu ylizden bir ismi kesin bir
tanimlar kiimesi olarak almaktansa John Searle bunu bir tanimlar topagi olarak
almay1 tavsiye ediyor. Bu topagin avantaji ise nerede bitip nerede basladiginin tam
olarak belirlenmesinin zor olmasidir. Bu sayede Searle’lin teorisi bazi tanimlarin
yanlis bilinebilmesine veya O&grenilmesine, yahut degistirilebilmesine izin

vermektedir.

Bir sonraki boliimde bu teorilerin neden Bir¢ok Bahsedilen Sorununa ¢6zim
iiretemeyecegini gorecegiz. Semantik teorilerin ¢dzliim liretememesi bizi pragmatik
teorilere yonelendirecek ve bu pragmatik teoriler temelinde bu soruna nasil bir
¢Oziim tlretebilecegimizi ve bu sorunu kolaylikla ¢dzen insanlarin nasil ¢ozdiigiinii

gorecegiz.
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II. Neden Semantik Teoriler Bircok Bahsedilen Sorununa Coziim Uretemez

Tanim teorisyenlerine gore bir 6zel ad ya bir tanim kiimesidir, yahut bir gizlenmis
belirli tanimdir. Tanim Teorisi’yle ilgili temel sorun; her ne kadar farkl kisiler i¢in
farkli tanim kiimeleri, yahut gizlenmis belirli tanimlar1 olsa da, bu farkli tanim
kiimeleri, yahut farkli gizlenmis belirli tanimlar, ayni1 isim kullanilarak dinleyiciye
aktarilmaktadirlar. Bu iki alt gorlisiin neden Bir¢ok Bahsedilen Sorununa ¢oziim

iiretemeyecegini ayr1 ayri inceleyelim.

Chris Evan ismini tagiyan iki kisiyi ele alalim; biri Top Gear isimli sovun
sunucusu, digeri ise Kaptan Amerika roliinii oynayan aktor. Tanim Teorisine gore

biz bu iki ad1 farkli tanim kiimelerini gostermek i¢in kullaniriz:

Chris Evans; = {1981 yilinda Boston’da dogdu, Kaptan Amerika’y1 oynadi

..}
Chris Evans, = {1966 yilinda Cheshire’da dogru, Top Gear’1 sundu ...}

Her ne kadar iki farkli Chris Evans olsa da ayni climleyi ikisi hakkinda da

kurabiliriz:

(CE)  Diin Chris Evans’1 gordiim.

Ancak aslinda bu climleyi kullanan kisiler sunlar1 séylemektedirler:

(CE1) Diin x’i gordim, x ki ‘1981 yilinda Boston’da dogdu, Kaptan
Amerika’y1 oynadi ...’ .
(CE2) Diin x’1 gordiim, x ki ‘1966 yilinda Cheshire’da dogru, Top Gear’1

sundu ... .
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Her ne kadar semantik agidan bir gozlemeci icin (CE) ciimlesi her iki kullanimi
sonucunda (CE) = (CE) olsa da semantik agidan (CEl) # (CE2)’dir. Bu agidan
Tanim Kiimeleri goriisii bizim 6zel adlar1 nasil kullandigimizi agiklamada yetersiz

kalmaktadir.

Ayni durum gizlenmis belirli tanimlar i¢in de gegerlidir. Bu goriise gore bir isim

aslinda belirli bir tanimin kisaltmasidir. Yani

(CE3) Diin Kaptan Amerika’y1 oynayan aktorii gérdiim.

(CE4) Diin Top Gear’in sunucusunu gordiim.

Ayni sekilde her ne kadar semantik agidan bir gézlemci i¢in (CE) climlesi her iki
kullanim1 sonucunda (CE) = (CE) olsa da semantik ac¢idan (CE3) # (CE4)’dir. Bu
acidan Tanim Kiimeleri goriisii bizim 6zel adlar1 nasil kullandigimiz1 agiklamada

yetersiz kalmaktadir.

Dogrudan Referans Teorisi de bu soruna ¢oziim iiret(e)memektedir. Dogrudan
Referans Teorisi’ne gore bir 6zel adin anlami o objenin/kisinin kendisidir. Eger
dinleyici dogru Chris Evans’1 secemez ise (yani konusmacinin kast ettigi anlami
olusturamaz ise) konusmaci iletisimin en temel amacini yerine getirememis olur:
Anlagilmak. Buna ek olarak dinleyicinin dogrudan bahsettigi kisiyi dinleyiciye
nasil aktardigi ise tam bir gizemdir. Perry’e (1997) gore konusmact ayn1 ismi iki
farkli kisi i¢in kullandiginda aslinda iki farkli ancak ayni sesli ve yazilimi ayn1 olan
kelimeler, yani sestes kelimeler kullanmistir. Bu da muglaklik yaratmaktadir. Bu

muglakligi ¢ozme isi ise dinleyiciye birakilmistir.

Recanati ise bu goriislere alternatif bir semantik-pragmatik teori sunmaktadir.
Recanati’nin ¢dziimii bir ismi hem tip (type) hem de jeton (token) olarak almaktir.
Ayni1 paralarda oldugu gibi, ‘1 Lira’ tim 1 Liralardan bahsetmek igin
kullanilabildigi gibi ayn1 zamanda spesifik olarak masanin iizerindeki tekil 1

Liradan bahsetmek icin de kullanilabilir. Ayn1 sekilde Hakan gibi bir 6zel ad tiim
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Hakan’lar icin kullanilabildigi gibi ‘Hakan geldi’ gibi bir ciimle i¢inde spesifik bir
Hakan’dan bahsetmek i¢in kullanilmistir. Bu sayede ayni 6zel ad sorunsuzca biitiin
Hakan’lardan hem tek tek, hem de bir biitiin olarak bahsetmemize imkan
taninmaktadir. Recanati’nin Tip Teorisi bizim 6zel adlar1 nasil kullandigimizi
oldukea iyi agiklamaktadir. Ancak yukarida agikladigimiz iki teoride oldugu gibi,
Recanati bize hangi Hakan’dan bahsedildigini agiklamamaktadir. Recanati’nin
teorisinin avantaji ise bizim bu agiklamay1 sisteme ekleyebilecegimiz bir
esneklikte olmasidir. Bu agiklamayi ise insanlarin iletisim kurarken hangi noktaya

dikkat ettigini gordiikten sonra, bu noktaya dikkat ederek sunacagiz.
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III. Tfletisim Teorileri

[letisimin nas1l gergeklestiginin incelenmesi her ne kadar John Locke’a kadar gitse
de sistematik bir sekilde ilk defa Claude Shannon tarafindan incelenmistir.
Shannon bir mesajin nasil en iyi sekilde iletilebilecegi lizerine bir model kurmay1
amacladi. Shannon’un modeli literatiirde Kod Teorisi yahut Sifreleme Teorisi
olarak adlandirilan bir goriisiin taslagidir. Buna gore bir bilgi kaynagi sahip oldugu
bilgiyi bir verici vasitasiyla sifreler ve bir sinyal olarak gonderir. Bu sinyal giiriiltii
kaynagi tarafindan zarar gorebilmektedir. Bu sinyalin giiriiltii kaynaginin zarar
verdigi kadari alictya ulasir ve alici tarafindan sifrelenmis sinyal ¢oziiliir ve asil

mesaja ulagilir.

Shannon’un modeli her ne kadar mihendislik agisindan bir mesaj iletimini
basariyla modellese de insan iletisimini agiklamakta basarisizdir. Shannon anlamin
iletilmesiyle ilgilenmedigini makalesinin basinda agik¢a soylemektedir.'”! Bu da

sizin telefonunuza,

(CE3) O burada.

mesajinin gelmesi gibidir. Bu mesajin igerigi zaten mesaji alici tarafindan anlaml

kilan seydir.

Schramm ise bu modeldeki bilgi kaynagin1 ve varis noktalarini yorumcu olarak
degistirmistir. Bu Schramm’a hem yorumlanabilir verilerin aktarilabilmesini
saglamistir hem de iletisimin tek yonliiliglini ortadan kaldirmistir. Zira insan

iletisimi monologtan ¢ok diyalogtur.

101 Shannon, 1948, s. 5.
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Berlo ise Schramm’in modeli iizerinden gitmek yerine Shannon’un modelini
gelistirmeye calismistir. Berlo’nun SMCR ad1 verdigi modeli (S = Kaynak, M =
Mesaj, C = Kanal, R = Alici) iletisim teorileri arasinda 6nemli bir yer tutmaktadir.
Berlo’nun yaptig1 gelistirme Kaynak’in aslinda iletisim yetenekleri, tutum, bilgi
seviyesi, kiiltiir gibi farkli parcalar1 oldugu ve bunlar g¢ercevesinde sifreledigi
Mesaj’1n da aslinda yap, icerik ve tiir gibi 6zellikleri oldugunu séylemesidir. Buna
ek olarak Berlo Mesaj’in 5 duyu Kanal’tyla iletildigini ve Alici’nin da Kaynak’la

ayni1 parcalari paylastigini ve bu pargalar ¢ergevesinde sifreyi ¢ozdiigiinii sdyler.

Berlo’nun SMCR Modeli’nin en biiyiik eksigi Shannon gibi tek yonlii bir iletisim
modeli ortaya koymasidir. Ancak buna ek olarak Berlo ayni zamanda
konusmalarimizin gegmisi oldugunu gozardi etmektedir. Insan iletisimi siirekli
olarak yeniden baslayan ve karmasik cizgilerden olusan seyler degildir. Insanlar

gecmiste olan olaylara ve gegmis konusmalara referans vererek konusmaktadirlar.

Becker ise bu sorunu ¢ozdiginii iddia etmektedir. Becker’in ¢oziimii insan
iletisimini iki ¢ok biiylik kiipilin birbirleriyle iliski icinde olmasina benzetmektedir.
Bu kiipler anlik olarak degismekte ve kiipiin farkli yerleri aktive olmaktadir. Bilgi
dedigimiz sey bu kiipiin kii¢iik parcalaridir ve belirli kisilerler konusurken kiipiin
belirli noktalar1 aktif olurken, baska kisilerle konusurken o kisiyle yahut

konusmayla ilgili kisimlar1 aktive olmaktadir.

Paul Grice ise iletisimin bundan ¢ok daha karmasik oldugunu savunmaktadir.
Grice’a gore konusmacilarin niyetleri vardir ve bu niyetler dogrultusunda
diistincelerimizi sekillendiririz. Bu yilizden Grice’in amaci niyet temelli bir

semantik kurmaktir.

Konusmalarimizin aslinda birlikte karar verilmis bir yone dogru ilelerme amact
tastyan isbirligi gayreti oldugunu 6ne siiren filozof, insanlarin bu yonde ilermeye
calisacagini iddia eder. Zaten, boyle bir amag¢ tasimayan konusmalar anlamsiz

sacmalamaktir. Konusmacilar bu birlikte karar verilmis yone dogru ilerlerken dort
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temel kural gergevesinde bir sohbete katkida bulunurlar: Nicelik Kurali, Nitelik
Kurali, Alaka Kurali, Tavir Kurali.

Nicelik Kuralin’a gore insanlar konusurken gerekenden fazla bilgi
vermemelidirler, daha fazla degil. Bu sayede konusma hala ayni konu ¢ergevesinde
kalabilir. Nitelik Kurali’na gore yanlis, emin olunmayan bilgi verilmemelidir.
Boyle bir bilgi verildiginde 6nceden belirlenmis yone dogru ilerlemekte basarisiz
olunur ve bu da bizi anlamsiz bir iletisime gotiiriir. Alaka Kurali ise konugmayla
alakali seyler sOylemektir. Tavir Kurali ise muglak ifadelerden kaginmayi, 6z

olmay1 ve sirali olmay1 soyler.

Grice’in koydugu kurallar konusanlar i¢indir. Giinliik dilde konusan insanlar ise bu
kurallart siirekli olarak cignemektedirler. Ornegin baz1 durumlarda bilgi vermekten
kagmiriz. Bir casus karsisindakileri yanlis yonlendirmek icin yanlis bilgiler
verebilir. Buna ek olarak kendisini yakigiklt bulup bulmadigimizi soran birine
“James Dean kadar yakisiklisin” dedigimizde bu kurallar1 ¢ignemis gibi olsak da
aslinda belirli bir baglam i¢inde tutarli bir sey sdylemisizdir. Bu, belirli bir niyet
icinde gergeklesir. Bize gore Grice’in ele almadigi bir kural ihlali daha vardir.
“Diin Hakan bize ugradi” (ki gilinlik hayatta buna yakin yapida climleleri ¢ok
kolaylikla bulabilirsiniz), ciimlesi ise muglaktir. Duruma bagl olarak referanslar
degisen kelimeleri sabitleseniz bile (“22 Ocak 2016’da Hakan Neslihan’in evine
ugradi”), hala Hakan’in kim oldugunun bilinmemesinden kaynakli bir muglaklik
s6z konusudur. Bu muglaklig1 ¢ozmesi gereken kisi, yukarida belirttimiz gibi,
dinleyicidir. Bu da bizi dinleyiciyi de igeren ve dinleyiciye hakkettigi 6nemi veren

bir teoriye, Alaka Teorisi’ne yonlendiriyor.

Alaka Teorisi’ne gore insanlarin maksimum alakay1 kurmaya yatkinliklar1 vardir.
Yani dinleyiciler miimkiin olan secenekler arasindan en alakali olan
anlami/kullanimi/referansi seceler. Dinleyicinin konugmac tarafindan konusmaya
yapilan katkiy1 incelemesi i¢in gosterecegi cabanin karsiliginda 6grenecegi seye
degecegine inanmasi gerekir. Konugmacilar ise dinleyici tarafindan dinlenmeyi ve

anlasilmayi istedikleri i¢in alakayi arttirmak i¢in gabalarlar.
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Peki Alaka Teorisi Bir¢ok Bahsedilen Teorisi igin ne sdylemektedir? Yukaridaki

ornege geri donersek,

(CE)  Diin Chris Evans’1 gordiim.
(CE)’nin iki farkli yorumunun da miimkiin oldugunu gordiik. Wilson ve Sperber,
Alaka Teorisi’nin kuruculari, agikca iki yorum da es olarak yapilabilir durumda ise

bu iki durum arasindan herhangi birini se¢menin bir yolu olmadigimni One

strtiyorlar (1994).
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IV. Alaka Teorisi’in Kurallar1

Yukarida belirttigimiz gibi semantik teorilerin Bir¢ok Bahsedilen Sorununa ¢6zim
iiret(e)memesinin temel sebebi bir konusmaya/iletisime tek tarafli, yani konusmaci
tarafindan bakiyor olmalaridir. Ancak bizim bu tez boyunca iizerinde durdugumuz
konu, konusmacilarin sdyledikleri seyi birine soylilyor olduklaridir. O yiizden
konusmacinin muglakliklarini ¢6zmesi gereken taraf, ve belki de iletisimde en agir
yiikii yiiklenen taraf dinleyicidir. Bu ylizden dinleyicinin bu muglakligi ¢dzme
slirecinin bize nasil bir semantik teori lretmemiz gerektigi konusunda yol

gosterebilecegine inaniyoruz.

En temel nokta ile baglayacak olursak konusmanin amaci anlasilmaktir, yani
kaftamizdaki diisiincelerin dinleyicilerde dogru sekilde olusmasini saglamaktir. Bu

yiizden:

Konusma Ilkesi

Saglikli bir konugmada, konusmanin taraflar1 ayni obje veya kisiden
bahsetmelidir. Aksi takdirde konugsmanin amacina - ayni zemini paylagmak,
bir anlam ortaya ¢ikarmak, yani basariyla iletisim kurmak - ulasamayiz ve

konusma sagliksiz bir hale gelir.

Bir konusmanin amact anlamli bilgiler degis tokusudur. Konusmanin taraflari
ancak ayni kisiler, nesneler yahut fikirler {izerine konusuyorlarsa konusma
sagliklidir. Yukarida bahsettigimiz muglaklik, konugmanin taraflar1 igin
konusmay1 sagliksizlastiran yani ortak kisiler, nesneler ve hatta fikirler iizerine
konusamamaya yol acan bir durumdur. Bu ilke aslinda daha 6nceki boliimlerde
belirttigimiz sorunlarin asil kaynagidir. Eger ayn1 nesne hakkinda konusamiyorsak
bir anlam ortaya ¢ikaramayiz demektir ve bu ilke gozardi edildigi i¢in semantik

teorileri basarasiz olmustur.
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Peki bu durum o6zel adlar i¢in nasil ¢alismaktadir? Eger Nesli ve Aliyar, Hakan
ismini tastyan iki kisi taniyorlarsa ve Nesli ‘Hakan geldi’ diyorsa Aliyar, Nesli’nin

hangi Hakan’1 kastettigini nasil bulmaktadir?

Bu ve buna benzer climlelerde konusmacinin 6niinde iki segenek vardir: (i)
Dinleyiciye gerekli alakay1 kurmasini saglayacak, yani kimden bahsettigi iizerine
bilgi(ler) vermek, (ii) Bu bilgileri vermemek. Bazen konusmacilar (i)’i segip
‘Hakan Inan geldi’ gibi yahut ‘Okuldan arkadasimiz Hakan Bey geldi’ gibi
ciimleler kurarak alakayi arttirmaktadirlar. Ancak ‘Hakan geldi’ gibi muglak
climleler de yaygindir. Bu gibi durumlarda, birden fazla yorumun esit derecede
erigilebilir oldugu durumda, dinleyici hangi kisiyi sececegini belirlerken dort kural
cergevesinde bu secimi yapar. Bu kurallar beklemek, temellendirmek, tahmin

etmek, ve birakmaktir.

Beklemek: Bir kisi, eger miimkiinse, konugsmacinin ek bilgi vermesini beklemelidir.
Nesli ‘Hakan geldi’ dedikten az sonra ‘galiba sagin1 kestirmis’ diye ekleyebilir.
Aliyar Nesli ile ortak tanidigi diger Hakan’in[Dogan] kel oldugunu bildigi i¢in

gelen kisinin Hakan[Inan] oldugunu ¢ikarabilir.

Temellendirmek: Bir kisi eger bahsedilen kisinin kim oldugunu belirleyememigse
konugmactya bu durumu belirtebilir. Boyle durumlarda bazi jest ve mimiklerle
yahut ‘kim?’, ‘Hakan?’ gibi sorularla konugmacinin alakasini arttirmasini talep

edebilir.

Tahmin Etmek: Dinleyici muhtemel seg¢eneklerden birini se¢ip o kisi hakkinda bir
diisiincesini aktararak konusmaciy! kendisini diizeltmeye zorlayabilir. Ornegin
‘Hakan geldi’ climlesine cevaben ‘Hala o uzun saglarla dolastigini sOyleme’

diyerek ‘Hakan’ ismi ile Hakan[Inan]’1 anladigin1 belirtebilir.
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Birakmak: Bazen konugsmacinin kimden bahsettigi aslinda onemli degildir. Hatta
konugmac1 varsayimsal birinden de bahsetmis olabilir. Boyle bir durumda dinleyici

konusmacinin kimden bahsettigini bulmay1 birakmalidir.

(H1) Ah Hans, zeki, yakisikli, kibar, zengin... Bana evlenme teklifi etsen

ne giizel olur!

Bu ciimleyi kuran ve Hans adinda hi¢ kimseyi tanimayan bir kisi aslinda bir
hayalini anlatmak i¢in ornek vermistir. Bu yilizden de spesifik birinden

bahsetmedigi i¢in dinleyici bu ad ile kimden bahsedildigini aramamalidir.

Bu kurallara uyarken baz1 araglar da kullanilmaktadir. Bu araglar:

Isaretler: Eger aym ismi tastyan kisiler konusmada mevcutsa dinleyici,
konugmacinin hareketlerine bakar. Gozlerinin ne yone baktigina, jestlerinin ne

yone dogru olduguna, hatta miimkiinse dogrudan kimi igaret ettigine bakilir.

J) Jason telefonunla oynamayi birakir misin!?

(J) gibi bir ciimleyi kuran Ogretmenin ii¢ tane Jason olan bir smnifta hangi
Jason’dan bahsettigini anlamak i¢in Ogrenciler 6gretmenin ne yone baktigina
dikkat ederler. Hatta yakin oturan Jasonlar ‘Kim? Ben mi?’ gibi sorular sorarak

yahut kendilerini isaret ederek, 6gretmeni temellendirmeye zorlarlar.

Yakin Gegmis Referansi: Eger son bes dakikadir Hakan[inan] hakkinda
konusuyorsak, gerekli gecis climlelerini yahut kelimelerini kullanmadan baska bir

Hakan[Dogan] hakkinda konusmaya baglamay1z.

Ekstra Bilgi: Dinleyici baglam i¢inde gegen kisiyle dogrudan alakali olan yahut

olmayan bilgilerle dikkat ederek konusmacinin kimden bahsettigini bulabilir.
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(H2)  Bugiin berbere gittim ve orada Hakan’1 goérdiim.

Hakan[Dogan]’in kel oldugunu bildigim i¢in (H2)’yi sdyleyen kisinin
Hakan(inan)’dan bahsettigini ¢ikartabilir. Bu ara¢ bekleme kurali ile birlikte

kullanilmaktadir.

Istatistik: Her ne kadar Nesli ve Aliyar iki Hakan tamsalar da hep Hakan[inan]
hakkinda konusmaktadirlar. Eger Nesli Aliyar’a ‘Hakan geldi’ derse, Aliyar
Hakan[Inan]’1 kastettigini diisiinecektir. Ancak bu dinleyicinin tahmin etmesini

kolaylastirmaktan dteye gidemez.
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